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Preface 


Marxism may be studied today for at least two good reasons. In 
the first place, Marx was one of those pioneers, like Darwin or 
Freud, who changed the tenor of man's thought; and every student 
of history and society must sooner or later come to terms with him. 
His work may be riddled with ambiguities and inconsistencies, 
but it remains one of the landmarks of human thought, and the 
critical appraisal of any great system is one way of extending our 
knowledge. Marx's insight was never so constructive as it was 
analytic and critical; and certainly his influence has not been 
wholly beneficial. Yet much the same could be said of the founders 
of many other systems. 

There is a second, but no less important, reason for studying 
Marxism. Marx's theories have often been refuted, but they are 
now the official beliefs of a third of the world's population. Hence 
to discuss them systematically is no mere academic diversion: ur¬ 
gent questions of domestic and international policy compel us to 
inquire into what the communist part of the world believes, or 
professes to believe. The democrat ought to know the case of his 
chief opponent, its strength and its weakness. To reject com¬ 
munism is not enough; it must be rejected soberly, and on the 
right grounds, with knowledge of what it does and does not con¬ 
tain. 

To explain Marxism has naturally involved an examination of 
the writings of both Marx and Engels, since it is from these two 
men,.joint authors of the Communist Manifesto in 1848, that the 
ideas of modem communism are laigely derived. If our study 
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Stopped with Marx, however, we could hardly understand 
modern communism, which differs in many important respects 
from what Marx taught. (Communism today is firmly cast in the 
Russian mold, and it has thus been necessary to examine also 
the chief ailditions and alterations to Marx’s thought made by 
Lenin ami his successors. Marx once wrote that Russia always 
runs after the most extreme ideas the West has to offer. In some 
j>articulais, indeed, Russian communism, although paying trib¬ 
ute to Marx, Hatly contradicts some of his theories. 

Other modifications of Marx’s original ideas have of course 
been made by other schools of Marxists, including Trotskyites 
and some of the theorists of the European Social Democratic 
parties. It is even conceivable in the light of recent history that a 
number of ‘national communisms’ may develop — for example in 
Yugoslavia or China — some of them differing somewhat from the 
^^oscow version. But 1 have concentrated upon what may be 
called the Moscow orthodoxy, with only occasional references to 
other strands of communist thought. 

Although the democrat ought to understand communism, it is 
even more desirable that he should understand his own philos¬ 
ophy and system. Theories of democracy are distressingly vague 
and conflicting. If democracy is to be defended it should be for 
the right reasons, with knowledge of what we do and do not 
mean by it. At many points throughout the analysis of Marxism, 
references have been made to democracy in order to contrast the 
two theories, and in the last chapter I have confronted 
democracy with Marxism in a more systematic manner, and 
raised some of the current policy problems which are raised by 
the conflict of these two systems. 

On such great issues it is not easy to be original or impartial. 
The books on Marxism are as the sands on the seashore, so that 
any contemporary writer is bound to repeat much that has been 
said before. Yet communist theory is living and changing; there 
can be no definitive analysis, and so it must be repeatedly ex¬ 
amined afresh. 

As for neutrality, the present political divisions of the world 
make it almost impossible, and a writer has a duty to state the 
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point of view from which he writes. Mine is openly that of a 
democrat as I iiiulerstand democracy. Although he is committed 
to a particular .system, the democrat places a high value upon 
integrity anil intellectual honesty, and he must make the effort 
to treat his material as objectively as possible, or we might as 
well give up any pretence of searching for truth and frankly 
acknowledge that we hold our opinions because they flatter our 
prejudices or further our interests. 

Naturally a lot of people, and peoj)le who are not only good 
but able and intelligent, will disagree here . . . They have 
Faith with a very large F. My faith has a very .small one, and 
I only intrude it because these are strenuous and serious days, 
and one likes to say what one thinks while speech is com¬ 
paratively free: it may not be free much longer.* 

1 am rather less pessimistic than Mr. Forster. We can, if we are 
alert, determined, and courageous, maintain a free society against 
assaults both from the wave of communism and from the angry 
flood of reaction against it. 

The greater part of this study was formerly published under 
the title Democracy and Marxism (Oxford University Press, New 
York, 1955). The chief changes are: Chapter 1, which is entirely 
new; the first portion of Chapter 7 and parts of Chapter 9 have 
been rewritten; one chapter of the former edition - that on ‘The 
Theory of Democracy’ — has been omitted; while the Bibliog¬ 
raphy has been revised. 

H. B. M. 

Columbia, S.C. 

December, /p55> 


* K. M. Forster, Two Cheers for Democracy, London, 1951, p. 85. 



Contents 


Prekace V 

1. Karl Marx — The Man and His Work 3 

2. Dialectical Materialism: The Philosophy Underlying 

Marxism 29 

3. The Economic Interpretation of History 63 

4. The Class Struggle 92 

5. Party, Revolution, and Dictatorship of the Proletariat 

6. Marxism as a Philosophy of History 179 

7. Marxism and Scientific Method 207 

8. Marxism, Morality, and Religion 231 

9. Democracy and Marxism 264 

A Guide to the Literature of Marxism 310 
Index 327 



INTRODUCTION TO MARXIST THEORY 


. . in an age that produces such masters as the 
great Huygenius and the incomparable Mr, New¬ 
ton, with others of that strain, it is ambition 
enough to be employed as an under-labourer in 
clearing the ground a little, and removing some of 
the rubbish that lies in the way of knowledge/ 

John Locke, 

Essay concerning Human Understanding, 



He [Marx\ believed that the future lay in the 
hands of an immense class-conscious proletariat 
imbued and saturated with the principles of 
Marxism, He believed it with the faith of a fanatic 
in things not seen. 

The fanaticism of Marx’s belief matched the bleak 
outlines of his character . . . Marx is the outstand¬ 
ing example in history of the truth, which is some¬ 
times ignored or denied, that fanaticism is as easily 
compatible with intellect as with emotion. 

E. H. Carr.1 


1 

Karl Marx: 

The Man and His Work 


I 

It is worth stating the main facts about the life and work of 
Karl Marx for two reasons: first, because to do so will throw 
some light on the sources and nature of Marx's thought, and this 
in turn will help us to understand Marxism; and second, because 
too many crusaders for democracy have all too often given a 
distorted view of the character of the man. To call Marx stupid 
or to dismiss him as an angry man with carbuncles, as some have 
done, is no way to refute Marxism or to defend democracy. It is 
also a dangerous way of arguing in this case, because it leads to 
evasion of Marxist theory, and hence to a serious underestimate 
of the strength of the appeal of Marxism. 


I. E. H. Carr, Karl Marx, A Study in Fanaticism, London. 1935, pp. 61-2. 
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Karl Heinrich Marx, the son of a middle-class Jewish lawyer, 
was born in the small town of Trier in the Rhineland in May, 
1818, and came of a long line of rabbis on both sides of the 
family. Karl was the second child in a family ol seven, and the 
only child in any way remarkable. The family name had earlier 
been shortened from Marx Levi to Marx, and in 1824 when the 
boy was six years old the family was officially received into the 
Evangelical (Lutheran) church. Heinrich Marx, the father, was a 
deist and rationalist of the eighteenth-century type, so that it was 
not religious enthusiasm which led to the wholesale family con¬ 
version. He seems to have been far more German than Jewish, 
one of those amenable and prudent persons who join the State 
Church for social and business reasons and because they like to 
go all the way in conforming with their fellow citizens. 

The young Marx enjoyed a normal and happy upbringing. 
The father’s influence was strong, and his humanitarian and 
rationalist characteristics, but not his obliging and respectful 
manner, were also to appear in the son. The other great personal 
influence in Marx’s childhood was that of his cultivated neigh¬ 
bor and future father-in-law, the Privy (Councillor Baron Ludwig 
von Westphalen. He took a friendly interest in Karl, who was 
obviously an alert and clever child; treated him as an equal, 
and encouraged his literary and speculative tastes; and it is al¬ 
most certainly from von Westphalen that Marx derived his taste 
for romantic literature and his lifelong regard for such authors 
as Shakespeare, Dante, and Schiller, and for the ancient Greeks. 

School teachers commented favorably on his abilities and his 
seriousness, but deplored his handwriting and his preference for 
an involved style of expression. From school in Trier Marx went 
as a youth of seventeen to the University of Bonn, nominally to 
study law; but after a year transferred to the more exciting and 
cosmopolitan University of Berlin. At Berlin he abandoned law 
for the study of philosophy and history, and earned a deserved 
reputation among his acquaintances as an able controversialist 
and philosopher. Soon, following a course common in young 
manhood, he shed his religious views, and well before taking his 
university degree he had become a militant atheist and an ardent 
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materialist. He continued all his life in these views, an example 
which has been faithfully copied by most of his disciples. He 
attended a variety of lectures, but chiefly studied by himself, and 
lived the typically intellectual and half-dissipated life of the 
student of those days, although he was careful not to take part 
in any forbidden politics. His only clash with the authorities 
had occurred at Bonn, where he once earned a day in jail for 
being drunk at night and disturbing the peace. 

His father, who both admired and worried over his brilliant 
and erratic son, died when Marx was twenty. Marx now thought 
seriously of his future, and so set to work on his doctoral dis¬ 
sertation, the subject of which was a comparison of the philos¬ 
ophies of Democritus and Epicurus. Three years later he sub¬ 
mitted his thesis to the University of [ena, and in 1S41 at the 
age of twenty-three duly received his doctoral degree. 

While in Berlin, Marx was naturally affected by the influences 
playing upon that generation of students. The philosopher Hegel 
had been dead lor five years, but ‘the dead generations weigh 
heavily on the living,* as Marx once wrote; and intellectual life 
was dominated, some would say disastrously so, by Hegel’s 
romantic and highly speculative views of nature, history, the 
state and the individual, views in sharp contrast to the em¬ 
piricism and rationalism of the preceding Age of Enlightenment. 
Despite its elements of greatness, the philosophy of Hegel will 
always remain one of the best armories whence weapons may be 
drawn by anyone who wishes to launch an attack upon liberty, 
reason, and the individual. If people can be permanently spoiled 
by too much bad philosophy in their youth, then Marx is a 
prime example. 

There were in fact two main streams of Hegelian influence: 
the orthodox professorial views — Hegel was almost a Prussian 
‘cult’ -- and a more radical stream, or Hegelianism of the Left as 
it was called. The latter was popular with the younger men who 
used Hegel’s logical methods to produce radical conclusions, in¬ 
stead of the conservative and nationalist conclusions of Hegel. 
It goes almost without saying that it was the latter stream which 
affected Marx, and he moved rapidly to an extremist position in 
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religion, philosophy, and politics. Since political action was well- 
nigh impossible because of the tightened Prussian autocracy, the 
great controversies were confined to religious and philosophic 
issues. Accordingly it was in these fields that Marx displayed his 
revolutionary attitudes. He was being autobiographical when 
he wrote shortly afterward, ‘Criticism of religion is the founda¬ 
tion of all criticism.* 

What is known as the Higher Criticism — i.e. the application of 
the ordinary methods of scholarship and historical inquiry to the 
Biblical texts ~ had recently come into vogue, and among those 
who had taken it up was a Bonn lecturer named Bruno Bauer, 
an older friend of Marx. Bauer was later dismissed from his 
post because of his views on religion, and his works were con¬ 
fiscated, the authorities fearing that dangerous thoughts on 
religion might take a more serious political turn. Bauer’s dis¬ 
missal put an end to Marx’s hope of a university position. Who 
can say whether the course of world history would have run 
differently had Marx settled down as an eccentric but respected 
professor, involved in nothing more revolutionary than academic 
|)olitics? 

Although the association represented an important stage in the 
development of Marx’s thought, this did not prevent him from 
later denouncing Bauer in the most savage terms. Throughout 
his life one of Marx’s less pleasant characteristics was a readiness 
to heap some of his choicest invective upon his former friends. 
If they had been useful to him in his mental pilgrimage he tossed 
them aside when he had learned what he could from them. The 
habit of denunciation was an essential part of Marx’s stormy 
character, yet at the same time it stemmed from a genuine con¬ 
viction of intellectual differences. So his former associates were 
attacked for their ‘erroneous’ views, and often also on personal 
grounds, since it always came naturally to Marx to impugn the 
motives of those who disagreed with him. His biting scorn was 
vented not only upon Bauer and a number of young Hegelians 
in his polemical work The Holy Family (an allusion to Bruno 
Bauer and company) but also later upon newspaper colleagues 
such as Rutenberg and Ruge; upon socialists such as Weitling, 



KARL MARX: THE MAN AND HIS WORK 


7 


Proudhon, and Lassalle; upon Harney and other English 
C^hartists, and upon many others. Indeed he was sometimes more 
lenient to those who did not pretend to be communist than he 
was to those communists who did not see eye to eye with him¬ 
self. The same behavior is characteristic of modern communists, 
whose settled dislike of the bourgeoisie is almost a friendly feel¬ 
ing compared with their attitude toward social democrats, 
'Frotskyites, Titoists, and other ‘traitors, and deceivers of the 
proletariat.’ 

Marx was declared unfit for compulsory military service, and 
with an academic post out of the question he turned toward 
journalism. He became, rather surprisingly, editor of the 
Rheinische Zeitnng, a Cologne paper recently founded by a 
group of businessmen to be an organ of moderate liberal reform 
and business interests. The enemies were clericalism and 'feudal¬ 
ism.' The Rhineland had been joined to Prussia only after the 
Napoleonic wars and, thanks to its different history and the 
French heritage, was a good deal more liberal in outlook than 
Prussia itself. The Prussian censorship was also more lenient 
there, since the government was careful not to antagonize the 
inhabitants too much. It was therefore possible for Marx to 
carry on for some time, especially since there was no socialism 
in the paper. He has been called the first noteworthy German 
journalist, and certainly he and his colleagues engaged the 
Prussian authorities with great vigor. 

His first journalistic experience contributed much to Marx's 
development. He made a strong impression on friends and op¬ 
ponents alike, and gained confidence in his ability and in his 
mastery of the art of controversy. His interests shifted from 
philoso})hy to social and economic questions, and he became 
aware of the deficiencies in his knowledge on those subjects. 
The newspaper was suspended after a year or so (at the request 
of the Russian government) as it was sooner or later bound to 
be, for Marx, never a tactful man, wrote with a fine disregard 
of any consequences. With some of his colleagues he decided to 
carry on the literary fight against German reaction from a safer 
base in France. It was at this time, in the summer of 1843, 
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he married, and later in the year went to Paris to live. For the 
rest of their lives the couple lived abroad as exiles, and paid only 
short visits to Germany. 

When he was a youth of eighteen Marx had fallen in love with 
Jenny, the daughter of his friend Baron von Westphalen. Dur¬ 
ing the early part of his courtship he was given to writing 
romantic poetry, of no special merit, and he presented Jenny 
with three volumes of his poems, which she treasured all her life. 
She was four years his senior, and returned his affection, but it 
was seven years before they could be married. Some of the West- 
])halen relatives had objected to the match on social grounds, 
while at the time of marriage Marx had no job, little money, 
and poor prospects. None of this daunted him, however, for he 
had more than his full share of the self-confidence common to 
young men and lovers. 

fenny was an intelligent and charming woman, inevitably 
dominated by Marx’s forceful character, while he in turn was 
proud of both her beauty and brains and also, oddly enough, of 
her aristocratic ancestry. By all accounts the marriage was a 
happy one and the couple remained devoted to each other and 
to their children through all the illness and hardship that were 
to shadow so much of their lives. Most people who met him 
found Marx irritating, condescending, and arrogant, and only 
within the security of the family circle, with his children and 
grandchildren and with his close friend Engels, was he able to 
unbend and show a gentler side of his character. 

II 

On arrival in Paris late in 1843, Marx and his friends em¬ 
barked on the publication of a radical philosophic periodical, 
the Dentch-Franzdsiche Jahrbucher. 7 'his German-language ven¬ 
ture, to which the poet Heine was the best-known contributor, 
was a complete failure and made only one appearance, in March 
of 1844. The sojourn in Paris, however, set Marx much further 
on the road to the evolution of his final doctrines. Paris in the 
1840’s was in truth the intellectual capital of Europe, and the 
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atmosphere was chaotic, idealistic, and exhilarating. As Bakunin 
said: . . two months on the boulevards was usually long 

enough to change a liberal into a Socialist.’ - The city was swarm¬ 
ing with radicals and revolutionaries and Marx met a number 
of them, especially among the German and Russian emigres. He 
was brought into touch with revolutionary political thought as 
never before, particularly among socialists and communists (the 
words were then becoming popular) of several varieties. There 
were, for example, several ‘Utopian’ or French schools of 
socialist thought, e.g. of Fourier and Saint-Simon; and the ‘true* 
or German kind, the latter of which Marx attacked in The 
German Ideology; as well as the anarchism of Michael Bakunin 
himself. Above all there was Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, who may 
justly be regarded as the chief prophet, if not founder, of the 
anarchist and socialist tradition with its strong ethical bias. His 
book What is Property? had given the shocking and unfor¬ 
gettable answer: ‘Property is theft.’ To him Marx owed much 
and at first gave high praise. It was from Proudhon that he re¬ 
ceived the idea of interpreting Hegel in economic terms, an idea 
which was later to form the central concept of the whole Marxist 
system. But Marx’s admiration for these schools of thought did 
not last long, and most of them were later subjected to withering 
attack in the pages of the Communist Manifesto; while a com¬ 
plete book, The Poverty of Philosophy^ was written to expose 
Proudhon and his fatal ignorance of the dialectic. During this 
Paris period Marx read and studied prodigiously in politics, 
history, and economics, on the last of which he had hitherto 
been comparatively ignorant. 

Perhaps the most important event in this phase of Marx’s life 
was his meeting with Friedrich Engels. They had met briefly 
once before, in Cologne, but the real friendship dates from the 
Paris days. Engels, the son of a textile manufacturer in northern 
Germany, and later clerk, manager, and part-owner of a cotton 
business in Manchester, was in many ways a remarkable man. 


2. Cl. P. Maximoff (ed.), The Political Philosophy of Bakunin: Scientific 
Anarchism, Cllencoe, Ill., 1953, p. 37. 
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Although not of the intellectual caliber of Marx, he was highly 
talented and versatile — a linguist, soldier, journalist, businessman 
-- and practical and efficient in all that he undertook. He was 
gay, musical, fond of good wine, of fox hunting and other sports; 
kept an Irish mistress, Mary Burns, to whom he was deeply at¬ 
tached, and after her death lived with her sister Lizzie, whom 
he later married. (Engels tried vainly all his life to prove that 
these Irish girls were descended from Robert Burns.) Engels 
seems almost the only likable and fully human of all the saints 
in the entire communist calendar. From the meeting in Paris 
onward, he yielded to the spell of the masterful personality and 
genius of Marx and became a disciple. But he was no mere 
Boswell to Marx’s Johnson; he was also a colleague and col¬ 
laborator who supplied many of the qualities lacking in Marx 
himself. It is almost impossible to overestimate his contribution 
to that partnership, which has been called ‘the most famous 
literary partnership of the nineteenth century, and perhaps of 
all time.’ Engels supplied Marx with first-hand information on 
social and economic conditions in England resulting from the 
Industrial Revolution; and himself wrote a book on this sub¬ 
ject, The Condition of the Working Class in England (1844).* 
Through Engels too Marx was later brought into contact with 
the English radicals — the Chartists, Owenites, and others. Indeed 
Engels, through an article on political economy, first put Marx 
on the track of the idea that capital and labor were the necessary 
but dialectically conflicting elements in the economic process. 
The profuse correspondence carried on for many years by the 
two whenever they were separated gives us a great insight into 
the characters of the two men, as well as many illuminating 
comments on their doctrines. 

After little more than a year in Paris, Marx, with many other 
critics of the German authorities, was expelled from France at 
the request of the Prussian government, and the Marx family 

3. R. N. C;arew' Hunt. The Theory and Practice of Communism, New 
York, 1957, p. II. 

4. F. Engels, The Condition of the Working Class in England, trans. and 
ed. by W. O. Henderson and W. H. Chaloner, Oxford. 1958. 
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moved to Brussels, where they lived for the next three years, 
1845 to 1848. By the time he left Paris, Marx, a young man still 
in his twenties, had roughed in the main outline of his system 
of thought. The method was dialectical, an approach taken over 
from his undergraduate studies of Hegel; this was combined, 
however, with the rigidly materialist outlook which had also 
been acquired as a student, and which had been strengthened 
and further developed by his study of Ludwig Feuerbach. He had 
turned away from philosophy to social and economic questions, 
and was much more concerned with the application of the 
dialectic to history and to capitalist society; and these he con¬ 
ceived in terms of the class struggle and the opposition of 
capital and labor. The massive system of historical materialism, 
which professes to reveal the iron laws of history by reference to 
the underlying economic forces, was thus laid down long before 
Marx undertook his monumental researches in the reading room 
of the British Museum. His subsequent work merely added the 
corroborative detail and provided the factual ‘proof for his 
intuitively formulated hypotheses. The well-known judgment 
which describes Marxism as a blend of German philosophy, 
French socialism, and English economics is not far from the 
truth, as Lenin was fond of emphasizing. 

In Brussels, Marx took an interest for the first time in political 
activity of a sort; helped to found a German Workers* Union — 
characteristically for Marx, without any working men in it — and 
read papers at their meetings. Other groups of a similar kind 
existed in Europe for the study of radical social thought, but 
were only loosely linked until 1847, when at a meeting in 
London they were joined together in an international Com¬ 
munist l^eague, with Engels as secretary. Marx was asked to 
draft a statement of principles — and so the Communist Mani¬ 
festo was born. Engels had already drafted a statement, in the 
question and answer form of a catechism,® but in consultation 
with Marx agreed that it would be better to draw up a Mani¬ 
festo, since such a form would be likely to have more lasting 

5. F. Engels. Principles of Communism, a new translation by Paul M. 
Sweezy, New York, 191^2. 
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historic value, and would give scope for a more elaborate 
theoretical exposition of their views. The name communist was 
appropriate, partly because the Manifesto was to be the official 
statement of the Communist League, and partly because it served 
to distinguish their views from the German and Utopian types 
of socialism which they so much despised, while ‘communist’ 
also had a more specifically working-class and revolutionary 
connotation, whereas the word ‘socialist’ was more respectable 
and bourgeois. 

Marx was clearly looked upon as being solely responsible for 
the Manifesto, although it was published under the joint author¬ 
ship of Marx and Engels. Engels moreover always insisted that 
to Marx belonged most of the credit, especially for the central 
thesis; and this is probably true, although Engels was always a 
modest man where collaboration with Marx was concerned. In 
one sense certainly it was a joint production, for by this time the 
two friends has evolved a large fund of ideas in common, and 
had arrived at common conclusions. 

The Manifesto was first published in London late in February 
1848; too late to have influenced the February revolution in 
France in that year, or even the later German uprisings. The 
circulation for the first month or two was among members of 
the League in Brussels and London. The first English edition 
appeared in 1850, and the first American in 1870. Today the 
Manifesto is published in practically every important language 
in the world, and it is the best known and most readily accessible 
of all Marxist writings. 

The Communist League itself, which inspired the Manifesto, 
soon faded away, split by internal dissension, and was finally 
given the coup de grace by Marx himself, who arranged the 
transfer of the executive to Cologne, where it could not operate 
because of the censorship. The only convincing reason for this 
fatal transfer is that Marx could not tolerate the rival leadership 
and policies of Schapper and Willich, and since he could not 
lead alone, thought it better that there should be no League at 
all. A repetition of the same attitude and tactics in Marx is seen 
later on with respect to the First International. 
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The Communist Manifesto is undeniably one of the world’s 
historic documents, and is usually compared in influence to such 
other classics as Magna Carta or the American Declaration of 
Independence. This, despite the fact that most of the workers 
of the world have neither read its forty-odd pages nor adhered 
to its doctrines, and that its major prediction regarding the im¬ 
pending doom of capitalism failed to come true. 

The Manifesto is provocative, rhetorical, and powerful, full of 
brilliant generalizations and savage invective. Marx had in gen¬ 
eral little use for the secret societies with their ritual and para¬ 
phernalia so dear to the revolutionaries of his time; he believed 
that communists should operate in the open, and here was to be 
the definitive statement of their theory, aims, and methods. It 
was in fact four things: (i) an interpretation of history to serve 
as the theoretical basis of the movement; (ii) an analysis of con¬ 
temporary capitalism; (iii) a critique, often quite unjust, of 
other ‘false’ socialist doctrines; and (iv) a stirring call to action, 
which included an outline both of ultimate aims and of an 
immediate program. The writing is a sample of Marx’s style at 
its best: vivid, ironical, passionate, and free of dialectical con¬ 
fusions; and it is by far the easiest to read of his systematic 
writings, for although Marx often wrote well and clearly, many 
of his works, especially where the thought is vague or where he 
tries to use the dialectic, are in the turgid and involved style of 
the German intellectual which comes so easily to a disciple of 
Hegel. The Manifesto has a vigor and emotional drive quite 
lacking in Engels’ first draft. 

The year 1848 was an exciting year of revolution and ferment 
in western Europe. For a time it seemed that liberty, national¬ 
ism, and constitutional democracy might sweep away all semi- 
feudal and absolute governments. Made fearful by events in 
neighboring France, the Belgian authorities took no chances. 
Marx was arrested and deported from the country where he had 
lived for three years and went straight to Paris, then in the 
throes of a confused revolution, where he thought himself sure 
of a welcome. But Marx and his emigre German colleagues of 
the Communist League were hardly noticed, and played a very 
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minor role, their most dramatic action being to issue a futile 
call to Germans to emulate the rising of their French comrades. 

Events in Germany appeared promising, and Marx hastened 
to Cologne to carry on propaganda from the editorial chair of 
another recently established newspaper. Here his idea was to 
telescope the bourgeois and proletarian revolutions into one, but 
publicly to stress only the former, because of its popular appeal; 
an idea which he expounded at greater length, together with 
minute instructions on tactics, in his famous Address of 7^50. a 
piece of doctrine which later figured so prominently in Lenin’s 
Bolshevik theory and practice. He soon became angry over the 
gradual frittering away of all hopes of reform by the Frankfurt 
Constitutional assembly — that ‘cloud-cuckoo land,’ that ‘Assem¬ 
bly of old women,’ that ‘Parliamentary cretinism.’ The effects of 
his disillusion with the Frankfurt experiment clung to Marx all 
his life and reinforced his deep skepticism of ‘democratic’ parlia¬ 
ments. He became less and less moderate in his writing, financial 
support for the paper fell off, and after a few months he was 
arrested with several others and tried for sedition. He conducted 
his own defense, and achieved a consitlerable personal triumph 
when he and all the accu.sed were acquitted by the middle-class 
jury, the foreman of which thanked him ‘for an unusually in¬ 
structive and interesting lecture by which they all had greatly 
profited.’ ^ Marx’s paper was soon closed down, the last edition 
being printed, as a defiant gesture, in red ink; and Marx was 
forced to leave the country once again. 

He returned to Paris, while Engels went to take part in some 
real soldiering in the insurrection in Baden. But in Paris too the 
revolution was over. As Marx saw it, the bourgeois republic 
which had succeeded to power was mere camouflage for a royal¬ 
ist reaction, and it was plainly evident that the day of the 
proletariat had not yet come. Marx took part in a street demon¬ 
stration, and was given the choice of leaving France or settling 
in what he called ‘the Pontine Marshes of Brittany.’ The latter 
was impossible to one of his temperament and he chose to leave 
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France and go instead to London, that celebrated haven of 
political refugees, where no matter how revolutionary his 
opinions might be, his personal liberty was assured. In the 
autumn of 1H49, then, the Marxes and their three children 
settled in London, which was to be home to Marx for the rest 
of his life. 

Ill 

Marx’s private life in England for the first twenty years was 
hard and often pathetic. He never held a position which paid 
enough to support a family in moderate comfort. Indeed, he 
appears to have tried only once to secure a steady job, and in 
that instance ~ when he applied for a post as railway ticket clerk 
— he was turned down because of his handwriting! He had a 
great abhorrence of being turned into *a money making ma¬ 
chine,’ and his family paid dearly for his high-minded principles. 
Sporadic journalism, small legacies, numerous loans from rela¬ 
tives and friends, and subscriptions among sympathizers: these 
constituted one stream of his income. The other was the constant 
How of money, sometimes in small amounts, sometimes in large, 
from the ever helpful Engels. It is impossible to see how Marx 
and his family would have kept alive without the help of Engels, 
the only friend from whom Marx could take assistance without 
feeling the bitterness of charity received, and the inevitable 
animosity toward the giver. 

For many years the Marx household suffered at intervals all 
the privations and indignities of extreme poverty, especially try¬ 
ing to a family as bourgeois as the Marxes: insufficient food, 
poor housing, pawnbrokers, dunning tradesmen, and evicting 
landlords. Three more children were born (making six in all), 
two of whom died in infancy while another, the only surviving 
boy, died at the age of eight, leaving Marx almost inconsolable. 
‘T'he house seems deserted and empty . . . ,’ he wrote, ‘I have 
suffered all sorts of misfortune, but now I know what real suffer¬ 
ing is.’ For several years his wife jenny was a chronic invalid, 
and on top of everything else Marx himself fell ill and was often 
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plagued by boils and carbuncles which were so bad and in such 
awkward [places that he was forced to do much of his writing 
standing up. ‘I hope,’ he once wrote to Engels, ‘that the 
bourgeoisie as long as they live will have cause to remember my 
carbuncles.’ Afflicted with all of Job’s trials he lacked any of 
fob’s god-fearing patience, as he himself pointed out. Marx and 
his wife were not very good family managers, and it was the 
devoted German servant, Lenchen Demuth, who was the 
practical spirit of the household. It says a great deal for the 
devotion and character of the Marxes that throughout this long 
period of domestic worries the family life remained unshaken 
and on the whole happy. Where he could dominate, as in the 
family circle, he was quite gentle and kind, with a marked 
puritanical strain. (Although he could be blunt, even vulgar, in 
his writing, he hated anyone to use bad language before ladies.) 
The festive moments in his life were few: an occasional party 
with friends, or a pub-crawl — during one of which some street 
lamps were broken ~ and perhaps brightest of all, Sunday ex¬ 
cursions to Hampstead Heath when troubles were forgotten and 
Marx and his children played gaily together. 

For a time after his arrival in England Marx could hardly 
bring himself to believe that the proletarian revolution was not 
imminent. In 1850 he turned once more to politics through the 
medium of the moribund (Communist League, for whose Gen¬ 
eral Council he wrote his now famous Address; but that organ¬ 
ization was doomed to futility, banned in some countries and 
everywhere split by doctrinal and personal divisions within its 
leadership. It was at this time that he engineered the move of 
the executive to Cologne, where after a spectacular trial in which 
the government relied on evidence forged by its own agents, the 
sentence of seven of the leaders brought the League to an end. 
Not until the i86o’s did Marx again take part in another inter¬ 
national organization; meantime he launched jointly with Engels 
another publication to promote the cause of revolution. But this 
too was a failure, and with their funds exhausted the pair sep¬ 
arated, Engels returning with some reluctance to work in his 
father’s cotton business in Manchester. 
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Any effective revolutionary activity on the Continent was 
ruled out. Absolute rulers were more firmly in the saddle than 
ever in Germany, Austria, and Russia; and in France the status 
quo had been stabilized in 1851 by the coup d’etat of Louis 
Napoleon, who organized a plebiscite for himself and was nat¬ 
urally returned to office for a further ten years. With returning 
prosperity the fires of revolt were dying down. Marx therefore 
turned his attention to England, which, being further along in 
the Industrial Revolution, had in the Chartists the only consid¬ 
erable proletarian movement in Europe. The Chartist movement 
had passed its heyday, but Marx and Engels hoped to use it as 
a vehicle for the propagation of their views, and to reconstruct 
it on the basis of militant communism. But the British work¬ 
men remained annoyingly indifferent to the self-appointed 
rnessiah and his new gospel. In any case Marx’s personality made 
the project almost impossible; he quarreled fiercely with George 
Julian Harney, but managed for a few years to keep up his con¬ 
nection with Ernest Jones and his Chartist newspaper until the 
latter, like Chartism itself, gradually petered out in the 1850’s. 

In the early 1850’s Marx wrote two of his more vigorous book¬ 
lets: The Class Struggles in France, 18^8-18^0, and The Eigh¬ 
teenth Brurnaire of Louis Bonaparte, They show Marx, with 
great effect, following the clue of class and economic interests, 
to disentangle and make sense of a confusing political period. 
As with all of Marx, the simplifying generalizations are usually 
too sweeping, the stark colors unrelieved by finer shades; but 
there is no denying the biting and eloquent journalism, or the 
incisive and often helpful nature of his analysis. 

Driven by necessity to find a regular source of income, Marx 
was lucky enough during this time to secure a paid journalistic 
assignment. He was always, of course, a frequent contributor to 
minor radical journals, but such organs, like scholarly journals 
of today, are seldom noted for making cash payments. In 1851 
he was made European correspondent for the New York 
Tribune, at that time perhaps the best newspaper in America, 
edited and managed by Horace Greeley and Charles A. Dana. 
Many of the people connected with the Tribune were Fourierists 
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ami literary-circle socialists of various kinds — Dana for instance 
was one of the patrons of the Brook Farm utopia — and the 
paper was decidedly radical in tone. In addition it was strongly 
critical of most foreign governments, and the American public 
was fond of that kind of criticism. 

As correspondent Marx for the first time became really inter¬ 
ested in foreign affairs and in English domestic politics. But so 
handicapped at the outset was he by ignorance of his subject 
and of the English language that for the first year the obliging 
Engels came to his aid and wrote all his articles for him. Later, 
as he acquired facility in the language, Marx wrote most of his 
own articles, those on EnglLsh politics and politicians often 
being astute analyses of the real issues at stake, and always en¬ 
livened by his caustic wit. In foreign affairs the Crimean War, 
and what is known as the Eastern Question — involving the fate 
of Turkey and its enmity with Russia — had just come to the 
fore and this engaged Marx’s keen attention for several years. 
Here too his articles were at first written for him by the versa¬ 
tile Engels. Largely influenced by the eccentric pamphleteer 
David Urquhart, Marx came to hold very strong Russophobe 
and pro-Turkish opinions on the subject, and only toward the 
end of his life, when to his agreeable surprise his work was taken 
up by a number of admiring Russian revolutionaries, did he 
soften his hostility to the Slav peoples. Anti-Slav views have 
always come very easily to Germans, while in addition Russia 
was, rightly enough, regarded as the very epitome of a back¬ 
ward autocracy. 

Other writings of Marx at this time consisted mainly of more 
personal and ephemeral pieces. Marx was seldom at a loss for 
enemies, real or imagined, and always threw himself with zeal 
into literary warfare, so that many of his works were written as 
attacks upon opponents. Nor did he mix much with the com¬ 
mon run of emigres in London, or become deeply involved in 
their perpetual quarrels and ingrown sectarianism. He lived, as 
Engels remarked, in *a certain isolation.’ In this period too he 
relieved his exile by a trip to Germany, during which he visited 
his aged mother for the last time. 
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Throughout most of the 1850*5 Marx’s chief interest outside 
of journalism lay in his studies. These he pursued with great 
regularity, often spending the entire day from ten in the morn¬ 
ing to seven at night, reading in the British Museum. He was 
one of the first to tap that great source of economic and social 
history, the official government reports, and much of the material 
was later incorporated in his volumes of Capital. (He was not 
of course the only pioneer in this field. Disraeli, for instance, had 
explored the same territory in the 1840’s to gather material for 
his novel Sybil.) Marx also drove his followers on the same 
hard road of study, and it is interesting to recall the advice he 
gave in later life, advice all too often neglected, that his follow¬ 
ers should not adopt his conclusions and make them a substitute 
for their own hard work and exact scholarship. By 1859 he had 
progressed sufficiently to produce his first systematic work on 
economics, the Critique of Political Economy. 

Early in the i86o’s Marx's decade of regular journalism came 
to an end with the severing of his connection with the Tribune. 
Greeley had come to dislike some of Marx’s views, notably those 
critical of Russia, and in any case the onset of the Civil War led 
the American reader to transfer his interest from Europe to in¬ 
ternal affairs. Henceforth Marx was forced to rely on Engels for 
his chief means of support. 


IV 

The best known of Marx’s {X)litical activities concern his re¬ 
lationship with the First International. French and English trade 
unionists had been moving toward closer co-operation in the 
early i86o’s and a major meeting was called in September 1864 
in London, with representatives from several countries. There 
the decision was made to set up a permanent organization, to 
be known as the International Working Men's Association, a 
kind of federation with a membership comprised of individuals, 
trade unions, and other organizations. Marx was among the 
fifty-five delegates on the General Council, and was also on the 
committee to draft a constitution. In truth he dominated the 
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committee, as he always found it easy to dominate meetings of 
working men, by virtue of his superior education, his eloquence, 
and his forceful and autocratic manner - a fact of which he him¬ 
self was well aware. Beside greatly influencing the rules, he pre- 
jjared an Inaugural Address which contained much of his philos¬ 
ophy, set forth in a Marxist review of working-class history in 
the nineteenth century, together with a plea for international 
proletarian action. Although brief it remains one of the best 
of Marx’s pamphlets. 

From then on, the International, with whose early and re¬ 
spectable beginnings he had no connection, became increasingly 
dominated by Marx, mainly from behind the scenes. His con¬ 
stant purpose was to make the organization properly Marxist in 
outlook and j^olicy, as opposed to the divided and sentimental 
socialism of the French, the nationalism of the Italians and 
Germans, the sober objectives of the English trade unionists, 
and the flighty mystici.sm of anarchists such as Michael Bakunin. 

I'he importance of the First International was greatly ex¬ 
aggerated alike by its enemies and its friends. For the most part 
it was a harmless enough body, and besides passing many high- 
sounding resolutions at its annual meetings, even on occasion 
performed some useful pieces of work. It was in no sense a party, 
and Marx conceived its function to be that of promoting class 
consciousness and proletarian solidarity on the basis of the 
Marxist social analysis. This it did to some extent but perhaps 
its greatest use has been as a legend or myth in the history of 
communism. Although it had attracted some attention in the 
first years of its existence, not until 1871, when the International 
became associated in the public mind with the Paris uprising 
which put the revolutionary Commune government in power for 
a short time after the defeat of Napoleon III in the Franco- 
Prussian war, did it earn world-wide notoriety for itself. 

The Franco-Prussian war naturally caused some trouble within 
the ranks of the International, as national sentiments have al¬ 
ways done for communists. Even Marx at first felt some stirrings 
of German patriotism, although he regarded both Bismarck 
and Napoleon III (Louis Napoleon) as deadly enemies of the 
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proletariat. While he did not at first approve of the Parisian 
Communards, once they had achieved power he wholeheartedly 
supported them and saw them as the first historical instance of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. When at the end of a brief 
two months' rule the Cximmune fell, its supporters butchered 
wholesale by the troops, Marx paid tribute to it in The Civil 
War in France — an outspoken communist pamphlet fathered by 
the General Council of the International. These connections 
earned gratifying publicity for Marx, but needlessly alarmed 
much of the solid citizenry of England and the Continent, who 
mistakenly attributed to Marx and the International a share in 
shaping events in Paris. Some of the members of the Inter¬ 
national happened to be also members of the Commune, and 
this, together with Marx’s bold defense of the C^ommune, was 
the only foundation for the public hysteria. The British gov¬ 
ernment, however, refused to be shiftetl from its phlegmatic stand 
even by official German protests, and since neither Marx nor the 
International had taken any illegal action both were left alone. 
The organization, never boasting a large membership, suffered 
from the adverse publicity, and many supporters fell away. 

It was, however, Marx’s personal and doctrinal quarrel with 
Michael Bakunin, perhaps the greatest antagonist of his career, 
which finally led to the collapse of the International. The dis¬ 
sension had gone on for years, with Marx as always suspecting 
the worst of his adversary, and had overshadowed the many other 
schisms and disputes that were always threatening to disrupt the 
International. In 1872 the great struggle between the two fac¬ 
tions came to a head, and Marx took the initiative in arranging 
the transfer of the headquarters to New York, where it would be 
beyond the reach of his enemies. This piece of sabotage was 
indubitably the finishing blow, since although the organization 
might have lingered on in Europe, in New York it was well 
beyond the reach of effective action. Bakunin was also expelled 
from the International at Marx’s instigation. There is no doubt 
that Bakunin as a person was extremely trying, sly, and con¬ 
spiratorial; while as representative of a half-cracked brand of 
impracticable anarchism mixed with Proudhonism he could 
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only harm the International. A rival International was set up in 
Europe by the Bakiininist dissidents, but both petered out, the 
American section soon being formally dissolved. Other Inter¬ 
nationals were later formed, but not until after Marx’s death. 

I'he Critique of Political Economy, which Marx had brought 
out in 1H59, was merely a fragment, a preface to the great work 
he had planned on economics in general. His journalism, his 
perpetual controversies, and his preoccu|nation with the Inter¬ 
national must have interfered greatly with production. The first 
volume of the long awaited Capital did not come from the pre.ss 
until 1867, and this is the volume of which most people have 
heard. (Like the Bible, however, Marx’s Capital is one of those 
works to which everybody refers, many occasionally glance at, 
but which few have seriously studied.) The remaining two vol¬ 
umes of the trilogy were never brought out by Marx himself, 
but were put together by Engels from the drafts and manu¬ 
scripts which Marx left behind, and were not |)ublished until 
1885 and 1894 respectively. T'he entire work was meant to recon¬ 
struct the ‘science’ of political economy from the ground up, and 
to serve as the irrefutable proof of his thesis on the nature of 
capitalism and the class struggle. It is possible that Marx was not 
altogether clear on many ideas in his thesis and that this ac¬ 
counts for his failure to complete his ambitious project. He was 
the sort of man who writes freely on a superficial level, but who 
accumulates mountains of notes for his scholarly work and seems 
terribly inhibited in putting them into publishable form. 

After the effective end of the International in 1872, the last 
eleven years of Marx’s life were not very productive, but were 
spent in comparative quiet. The financial position of the family 
improved, thanks to Engels, who settled an annuity of £350 on 
his friend, so that for the rest of his life Marx lixed as a com¬ 
fortable bourgeois rentier. The family moved to better quarters 
and Engels, having sold out to his partner, came to London to 
live and to be near Marx. Jenny Marx recovered reasonable 
health, and domestic life became more placid. Of the remaining 
children, two daughters married and went to live in France; the 
third and youngest was dissuaded from marrying a suitor of 
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whom Marx disapproved, and remained with him as his prop 
and stay. 

Marx continued intermittently with his studies and his wide 
reading although in some fields, notably the scientific, he never 
ventured very far. But he lacked the /eal and working capacity 
of his early years. Perhaps the oddest feature in the life of this 
otherwise consistent man was his entry into business. Together 
with partners he launched an enterprise to exploit a printer’s 
patent, the invention of one of the partners; but the project was 
unsuccessful, among other reasons because of quarrels among 
its sponsors. 

Marx dropped almost entirely his few connections with the 
genuine proletariat and their organizations, and for the most 
part kept in touch with only a handful of disciples and friends, 
of whom Engels was the foremost. He became the ‘Sage of 
Soho,’ but the circle of friends was small, considering the mental 
stature of Marx and the number and variety of the people he 
had known. Most of his former colleagues were by this time 
dead or else completely estranged. He took little part in politics, 
with one important exception in 1875 when the Social Demo¬ 
crats and the Worker’s Union of Germany met at Gotha to 
unite their forces in the great German Social Democratic Party, 
which grew to be the largest socialist party in Europe until its 
destruction after the accession of Hitler. The Social Democrats 
had been more Marxist in outlook while the Worker’s Union 
had inclined more to the principles and tactics of Lassalle, the 
flamboyant and popular German Socialist leader who more than 
anyone else built the party in Germany but whose ideas had 
been anathema to Marx, and with whom there had been the 
inevitable quarrel, with rather more than usual personal abuse 
from Marx, before Lassalle’s untimely death in a duel. Marx 
was roused to one final outburst of anger by the Gotha pro¬ 
gram: it was intolerable that there should be any compromise 
of his principles or that any ideas of Lassalle should prevail, 
or that Lassalle’s memory should be linked in terms of equality 
with that of Marx. He wrote a violent, lengthy, and sometimes 
childishly petty criticism of the Gotha program. (The views 
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which Marx expressed in his criticism figure largely in modern 
communist theory, because of the importance which Lenin at¬ 
tached to them.) Out of deference to Marx a few minor changes 
were made, but the union was carried through by the two groups 
despite his protests and on their own terms. Several years later 
he roused himself for a controversy with Bismarck’s government, 
the last of his political activities. 

All through his life Marx had sought for signs that the in¬ 
evitable revolution was about to break out, his hopes often 
rising and falling with the state of trade and employment. He 
continued to the last believing in the impending and inevitable 
downfall of capitalism, despite the fact that many of his past 
predictions had proved wide of the mark. He followed with great 
interest the course of economic development in the United 
Stares throughout the 1870’s and foresaw — like many others — 
that capitalism there would make tremendous strides. Unluckily 
for his reputation, he also expressed the view that the prole¬ 
tarian revolution would occur first in the United States. It is 
only fair, however, to point out that occasionally he showed 
a tendency to modify the rigidities of his analysis, and once or 
twice he concetled the possibility of a peaceful overthrow of 
capitalism in certain countries — England, Holland, and the 
United States. 

In the last lew years of his life he worked little and turned 
more and more toward family interests. His constitution must 
have been basically sound to withstand the abuse he gave it: the 
sedentary life, overwork, irregular habits, and the rank cigars 
which he smoked constantly. Yet toward the end his health gave 
way and he developed a disease of the liver. He followed his 
doctor’s prescription and accompanied by his daughter went 
the rounds of the English and German watering-places with 
the best of the bourgeoisie. His wife died in 1881, a serious blow 
to the now ailing Marx. He suflered a bad attack of pleurisy 
shortly afterward and never fully recovered. The death of his 
eldest daughter in France in January 1883 was a further blow 
deeply felt, and he died quietly in his sleep on March 14. 1883. 
just under sixty-five years old. By this time he had achieved 
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world fame. On the one hand he had become the Grand Old 
Man of C^ommiinism, honored in many countries except in Eng¬ 
land, which always remained perversely indifferent to this strange 
foreign genius in its midst. On the other hand he was also the 
‘best hated and most calumniated man of his time.’ 

He was buried next to his wife in an unconsecrated section 
of Highgate cemetery. Engels made a short speech at the in¬ 
terment, in which he paid tribute to the master, to his devotion 
to the cause of the workers and to his ability: ‘the greatest living 
thinker has ceased to think.' He compared Marx's economic in¬ 
terpretation of history with Darwin’s law of evolution — a com¬ 
parison of which Marx had been fond — and predicted that his 
name and work would live on for centuries." 

V 

How shall we sum up the character and work of this strange 
and fanatical genius? One conclusion seems safe enough: Marx 
was not one of those people who become enemies of the estab¬ 
lished order because of a thwarted or unfiappy childhood. Nor 
are psychological interpretations based on the fact of his Jewish 
ancestry anything more than guesswork. It has been elaborately 
surmised, for example, that because of his origin and appearance 
Marx hatl a ‘l almudic' mind, or that he suffered from feelings 
of inferiority for which he compensated by becoming an extreme 
radical. This kind of explanation is of very little help except 
perhaps to throw light on some personal whims such as his 
derogatory references to many Jewish contemporaries. But then, 
Marx disparaged nearly everyone. Again, the handling of the 
dialectic can scarcely be called rabbinical; it is much more justly 
called German or Hegelian. 

7. Engels himself lived unlil 1895, and when he died left large legacies to 
Marx’s two surviving daughters. These two left no children, but the oldest 
daughter Jenny (who died before Marx) left three sons and a daughter, and 
through these there are present-day descendants of Marx. One of Marx’s 
grandsons through Jenny i.onguer became the leader of the French Socialist 
left wing, and a great-grandson was in Morocco in 1940 agitating against 
Trench rule. 
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When all is said and done, a critic of society is not to be 
explained away by psychoanalysis. The fault may lie not in the 
Hamlets, but in the times, which really may be out of joint. In 
any event, such psychological explanations of Marx are quite 
irrelevant to the truth or falsity of Marxism, and it is that ques¬ 
tion which should be our greatest concern. 

Marx possessed a brilliant, fertile, and restless mind, and was 
a prodigiously hard worker with an immense capacity for read¬ 
ing and digesting his material. While on his honeymoon he read 
and made notes on nearly a hundred books. He aspired to be a 
scholar and a man of action, but was never completely at home 
in either role. All the time he nursed the bitter and corroding 
knowledge that he was obviously superior in ability to other 
more popular and successful figures. Personally distinterested in 
his lifelong campaign on behalT of the proletariat, he was — 
like most intellectuals more interested in ideas than persons — 
basically unable to make contact with those to whom he devoted 
his life. Vain, immensely pugnacious, given to impatience and 
intolerance especially when confronted with opposition or ri¬ 
valry, he was, as Bakunin said, *as autocratic as Jehovah the god 
of his fathers.’ He was one of those men who are respected or 
hated as the case may be, yet are never liked as persons, except 
by a few intimates. Except for Engels and his immediate family 
he neither understood nor cared for people as individuals, and 
there was, throughout all his life, a lack of warmth in his human 
relationships. There is fundamental though not uncommon in¬ 
congruity between his high plans for mankind as a whole, and 
his almost inhuman attitude to individuals who stood in the 
way. Always suspicious of trickery and intrigue, he even sus¬ 
pected a conspiracy of silence among the bourgeoisie in regard 
to some of his books because they did not sell or receive wide 
review. Hating all traces of servility and sentimentality, he had 
nothing but contempt for those who appealed to vague princi¬ 
ples of love and justice instead of sharing his own conviction 
of the inevitability and rightness of the proletarian victory. 
Above all he was tenacious, fanatical, and sublimely confident of 
the truth and rightness of his own theories. Perhaps only a per- 
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sonality such as Marx possessed could do what he did. Another 
type would have lacked the drive, the single-minded persistence, 
the absorption in a set of fixed ideas. 

Is the Marxist system of thought an original construction? 
Such a question about any thinker whose works are a landmark 
in the history of ideas is usually difficult to answer, and the case 
of Marx is certainly no exception. No doubt all of Marx’s main 
ideas may be found in one part or another of the socialist and 
non-socialist literature of the period, and scholars have been 
able to trace exactly the ancestry of every strand of his thought. 
But that in itself neither disposes of Marxism, nor makes Marx 
less a genius. What Marx did was to select a number of appro¬ 
priate ideas, develop them in detail, fortify them with illustra¬ 
tions, and weave them into a coherent and challenging body of 
theory. He combined, summed up, documented, and gave life 
to a system. It is thus the system as a whole which is original, 
for Marx in his thinking was first and foremost a system-maker, 
and in this respect resembles other great architectonic theorists 
such as Aristotle, Aquinas, or Hobbes. John Locke’s modest 
ambition was to help in ‘clearing the ground a little, and re¬ 
moving some of the rubbish that lies in the way of knowledge.* 
But that was not Marx’s way: like Hegel he was satisfied with 
nothing less than uprooting and cultivating afresh the whole 
field of knowledge. Almost everything is woven into his Weltan¬ 
schauung: a general philosophy or metaphysic, a theory of knowl¬ 
edge, a philosophy of history, economic and political theory; 
and all is brought to a focus in a practical program for action. 

Not all of these elements are to be found, of course, in the 
Communist Manifesto, or in any single work of Marx. Even 
when all his works are taken together they present no methodical 
exposition of his thought. Yet granting the lack of order and 
the unequal treatment of different topics, the whole adds up to 
a remarkable and grandiose system which compresses the past 
and the future within the scope of a few pungent generalizations. 

In his politics Marx achieved little, for except at rare moments 
he led no exciting revolutionary life, nor was he ever a popular 
leader. Everything he accomplished was through his personal 
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associations, particularly with Engels, and above all through his 
writings. Over a great part of the globe his theories, often dis¬ 
torted, have hardened into dogma, while the advanced capitalist 
countries for which he wrote have sharply rejected him, but 
have neverthele.ss been j)rofoundly affected by him. 



IVe Germans are of a terribly ponderous Grundlich- 
keit . . . Whenever anyone of us expounds what 
he considers a new doctrine, he has first to elaborate 
it into an all-comprising system. He has to prove 
that both the first principles of logic and the funda¬ 
mental laws of the universe had existed from all 
eternity for no other purpose than ultimately to 
lead to this newly-discovered, crowning theory, 

Engels.i 

Dialectics cannot be despised with impunity. 

Engels.2 
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Dialectical Materialism: 

The Philosophy Underlying Marxism 


I 


There is a common impression abroad, even among non- 
Marxists. that Marx formulated his theories as a result of his 
studies in economic history. But Marx did not in fact arrive at 
his theories in that way. His main ideas were formulated early 
in life and purely by a process of a priori reasoning. He was still 
a young man in his twenties when the main outline of his system 
of thought was laid down. The elaborate study of the fad of 
economic history came later, and these were used to document a 
case, the conclusions of which were already present in his mind. 
The sentence on capitalism came first, the verdict and trial then 
followed. 


1. In Karl Marx, Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 158. 

2. Dialectics of Nature, New York. 1940, p. 309. 
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The first part of the Marxist system to be laid down was the 
general philosophy. This he formed while a student at the 
University of Berlin; it was materialist in substance and dia¬ 
lectical in manner. Although Marxism is a revolutionary philos¬ 
ophy whose practical outcome is utterly different from that of 
Hegelianism, the two systems are alike in much of their termi¬ 
nology and in their reliance on the dialectic as a key to unlock 
the whole of human history. 

Like Mesopotamia, dialectic is a blessed word. No one can hope 
to understand either Hegel or Marx unless he is prepared to ex¬ 
plore its mysteries. It is probably the most overworked word in 
the Marxist vocabulary, and can always be trusted to confuse and 
overwhelm the ordinary person. 

Perhaps the most enlightening, if not the simplest, approach 
to the dialectic and to the Marxist theories in general is through 
Marx's philosophy of materialism. Hegel was an idealist, not 
of course in a moral sense but in a technical, philosophical sense, 
and it is hardly distorting his views too much to say that he be¬ 
lieved the external world, or what we usually call reality, to be 
merely a reflection or embodiment of ideas. I'his he put in the 
form of the apparent paradox: ‘All that is rational is real.' Marx 
took the exactly opposite view that matter existed independently 
of, and prior to, ideas; and that ideas are merely the reflection or 
embodiment of matter. This view he called materialism, although 
perhaps a better name for it, and certainly one less likely to arouse 
strong emotions, is common-sense realism. Materialism is a label 
that covers many philosophies, and it is important to realize that 
to Marx it had only a neutral meaning, without any moral or 
immoral flavor. 

Marx and his disciples have nowhere attempted a systematic 
refutation of philosophic idealism, but they abuse it with great 
vigor, usually taking it to mean that ‘nature exists in our minds.' 
By contrast Marxist materialism or realism, up to this point, is 
only a simple acceptance of the evidence of the senses, combined 
with a firm belief in the existence of the external world inde¬ 
pendent of any observer. Marxists dislike any skepticism about 
sense impressions as much as they dislike idealism (or, if one pre¬ 
fers the word, phenomenalism). 
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This common-sense view is all very well, but a philosophy 
based upon it must put forward a theory of perception to explain 
just how the mind is related to the external world. Marx him¬ 
self said very little on this important subject and, once having 
taken up a realist, or materialist, position, was not deeply inter¬ 
ested in perception or cognition or in any other of the stock prob¬ 
lems of philosophy. Usually he was content to adopt the reverse 
of the Hegelian position — that is, that ideas are a reflection of 
matter — but sometimes he made room for the activity of the 
mind in the process of knowing, and allowed for an interplay or 
reciprocity between mind and matter. Such a recognition of the 
active part played by the mind is again merely common knowl¬ 
edge and does not take us very far. It is a statement of the problem, 
not a solution, yet it remains as one of the ambiguities in the 
foundations of Marxism. 

Engels and Lenin tried at greater length to explain the nature 
of perception, but both of them were much less subtle than Marx, 
and usually reverted to a more old-fashioned kind of eighteenth- 
century materialism. Lenin spoke repeatedly of ideas being a re¬ 
flection (or copy, or photograph) of matter, which presumably 
reduces mind to a quite passive and mirror-like function — a no¬ 
tion that is clearly not borne out by even an elementary knowledge 
of the psychology of perception. 

The notion that ideas are a mere reflection of matter is, how¬ 
ever, in full agreement with a purely determinist outlook, and this 
after all is what Marxism sets out to prove for the social behavior 
of mankind in the mass. If the active share of the mind in the 
process of perception is stressed too much, then one may have to 
admit that ideas have a kind of independent power and perhaps 
may even stir men to mass action, so that men may shape events 
as well as be shaped by them. This of course cannot be permitted 
in a strictly determinist social theory, which sets forth a predictable 
outcome for the future of society, regardless of the desires or 
thoughts of men. 

Now in practice Marxists obviously display a firm belief in 
the power of ideas, as witness their intensive propaganda efforts 
to make converts and influence events. In their own actions they 
thus throw determinism overboard, but once that is done, the way 
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is opened for the undermining of all necessity in history; so 
whatever the Marxist practice may be, the theory generally tends 
to be purely deterministic. 

Marx’s social theory was meant to serve as a guide for action, and 
so were his theories of knowledge and truth. At times what he 
seemed anxious to assert was the impossibility, as well as the use¬ 
lessness, of contemplative knowledge, of idle curiosity, or of knowl¬ 
edge for its own sake. His attitude in this respect was thus closer 
to pragmatism, or instrumentalism, than to a philosophic material¬ 
ism based on natural science. 

His argument in so far as it is pragmatist may be put thus: the 
mind is not merely passive but knows the external world only by 
acting upon it; the very nature as well as the purpose of knowledge 
is for action. The knowing-and-action is a single process which, like 
the labor process in production, changes the world and man, too, 
at the same time. It follows from this that thinking and knowing 
cannot be disinterested: all understanding is for control. ‘The 
question whether objective truth can be attributed to human 
thinking is not a question of theory but is a practical question. In 
practice man must prove the truth, i.e. the reality and power, the 
“this-sidedness” of his thinking.' * Problems of philosophy are thus 
solved by social practice and can never be solved by a mere spec¬ 
tator or by the philosopher in his study. Such is also the meaning 
of the many references in Marx to the unity of theory and practice, 
references that remind one so strongly of the remarks on the in¬ 
separability of faith and works in Christian thought. Marx’s view 
does more than reject theories that may be fanciful and remote 
from reality. It is an emphatic statement that if by the use of our 
theory we can make things work, or take action that is successful, 
then our theory has been proved true. 

Although this is the best face that can be put upon Marx's 
theory it would be wrong to suggest that he systematically ex¬ 
pounded or adhered to this or any other theory of knowledge, 
for there are indications in his later writings of some changes of 
views on the subject. Lenin, as usual, carried Marx's views to the 
extreme and wrote: ‘non-partisanship in philosophy is only a 
contemptible cloak of servility to idealism and fideism/ and ‘pro- 

5. Marx, Theses on Feuerbach, 
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fessors of economics are nothing more than scientific salesmen of 
the capitalist class, and the professors of philosophy are scientific 
salesmen of theology.! ^ 

Inasmuch as Marx’s theory of knowledge is pragmatist there 
is no need to marshal in any detail the usual arguments against 
that position. Only one or two things need be said. There is an 
unbridgeable gap in logic between saying that we believe what 
is useful or satisfying, and concluding that therefore the belief is 
true; and there are several ambiguities surrounding the use of a 
criterion for ‘success’ in the case of any applied social theory or 
personal belief. If the experience of the holder is the test, by 
this test all faiths may be proved true, or false, depending on 
whether we take the experience of the true believer or the apostate. 
Further, if the mind selects only those facts which satisfy or 
‘work,’ then all hypotheses should work — which is obviously 
absurd. Nor, if we make our own truth, can facts ever thwart our 
purpose — which is also absurd. Whatever else truth may be — 
and here we raise another of the classic disputes of philosophy 
— its test is not purely that of success or working, any more than 
it is emotional satisfaction or expediency. Such theories, then, 
are only partial truths, although it is undeniable that the test of 
‘working’ — used perhaps in a more publicly verifiable sense — 
is often applied in scientific experiments with fruitful results, 
whatever its shortcomings may be when applied to social theory 
or personal beliefs. 

Marx did not of course intend any of his theory to apply in 
a purely personal and subjective sense, the sense that ‘my truth’ 
can be different from ‘your truth,’ toward which pragmatism al¬ 
ways inclines. Lenin, too, would tolerate only an element of rela¬ 
tivism in his materialism: to allow more would, he thought, be 
subjective and idealist. Marx meant his theory in a public, one 
might almost say in an absolute, sense. That is why, although he 
approached pragmatism and even positivism at times, these labels 
would be inaccurate descriptions of his whole thought, and are 
all repudiated by Marxists as indignantly as they repudiate ideal¬ 
ism and ‘agnosticism.’ (Agnosticism, in this usage, means to doubt 
the existence of the external world and the evidence of the senses.) 

4. Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, New York, 1927, pp. 296, 308. 
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To summarize the foregoing: at the very basis of the Marxist 
theory of perception there is a set of ambiguous meanings, and 
no one theory is consistently espoused. Marx sometimes allowed 
a more active share to the mind in forming ideas than did Engels 
or Lenin, but the theories always have a strong tendency to revert 
to determinism, in which ideas are wholly derived from matter. 
The net contribution of Marxism-Leninism to the theory of per¬ 
ception is precisely nil: an understandable result since psychology 
is not one of the strong points of Marxism. (Marxist writers, es¬ 
pecially in the U.S.S.R., despise all forms of what they call 
‘bourgeois psychology,* including the Freudian. Seldom, if ever, 
do they condemn Western psychology without grave distortion of 
its findings and theories.) 

The Marxist contribution to theories of knowledge and truth 
is also negligible, Marxism tending sometimes toward pragmatism 
and always to the view that truth can never be objective but must 
by its very nature serve partisan purposes. 

II 

Marx professed materialism but generally tried to distinguish 
his views from the mechanical materialism which regarded man 
as a machine, or which reduced all human behavior to the laws of 
physics and chemistry. The difference lay in the dialectic nature 
of his materialism. 

The meaning of the dialectic may best be examined in the light 
of its original usage. To the Greeks, dialectic was merely the art 
of discussion according to a special pattern. The dictionary (Con¬ 
cise Oxford) describes it as the art of debate, or the ‘art of in¬ 
vestigating the truth of opinions, the testing of truth by discussion, 
logical disputation.’ 

A statement is inade, say by the teacher, and then by a process 
of question and answer the teacher draws out another statement 
which contradicts the first. An attempt is then made to arrive at 
a third statement which incorporates the truth of both the first 
statement and its contradiction. The three steps may be described 
as thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. The conclusion or synthesis 
can then be used as the starting point for another round, that is. 
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to form a new thesis, and so the process goes on. Precisely how far 
it goes on is an open question. 

To take a much-used example: what, for instance, is justice? 
The first affirmation (thesis) might be that justice is treating 
everyone alike. But objection may be raised to this, on the grounds 
that it is absurd to treat children like adults or the infirm like the 
physically fit. So the contradictory assertion (antithesis) might 
be made that justice is treating everyone differently. This in turn 
goes too far, and a reconciliation (synthesis) of the two statements 
might be achieved by declaring that justice is giving everyone his 
proper due. What exactly this conclusion tells us is uncertain, al¬ 
though many generations have thought it profoundly wise. Nor are 
we told how the synthesis may be used as starting point, or thesis, 
for another triadic voyage of discovery. 

Plato used the dialectical method in his Socratic dialogues and 
showed great respect for it, as the method of arriving at final 
truth, or the mysterious reality which is said to lie behind the 
world of shadows revealed to our senses. It can hardly be said, 
however, that Plato made good his tremendous claims on behalf 
of his great truth-finding instrument. 

By the Middle Ages the dialectic had become almost identical 
in meaning with logic, a description of the laws of thought. To¬ 
gether with grammar and rhetoric it provided the essentials of the 
educational method of that period, ‘the lost tools of learning’ to 
which some medievalists of the present day would have us return. 


I. Triangles 


II. Steps 


III. Zig-zags 



^nthesis 


thesis 
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On the whole, the scholastics appear to have used the tool of dialec¬ 
tic with even less useful results than Plato's. 

The dialectical growth of knowledge is represented by a series 
of circles in Hegel. Lenin stated that it might be represented by 
a ‘curved line which infinitely approaches a system of circles, the 
spiral.' It may also be depicted as a triangular or other develop¬ 
ment upward, which, if twisted and drawn in three dimensions, 
could of course coincide with a spiral. Three flat-surface repre¬ 
sentations are shown in the diagram above. 

Since it was Hegel’s use of the dialectic which influenced Marx 
so much, a glance at Hegel’s philosophy is necessary. Hegel’s es¬ 
sential argument may be reduced to the following syllogism: 

1. ideas develop by the dialectical process; 

2. the external world is merely an embodiment of ideas; 

3. therefore the external world develops, or moves, dialectically. 

Thus stripped of all the obscurity of the Hegelian language, 

the core of Hegel’s philosophy stands forth as an extremely dubious 
piece of reasoning. It must now be our business to examine this 
reasoning, to see how valid it actually is. 

Consider first of all the major premise of the syllogism, w^hich 
states that ideas develop by the dialectical process. Our ideas may 
indeed often change, to become both more precise and more 
comprehensive, by a process fairly enough described as dialectical. 
Conclusions are sometimes reached in the give and take of dialecti¬ 
cal debate, although there is no reason to suppose it is the only 
method of discussion or even the most common. A compromise 
may incorporate truth from both sides, that is, from the original 
thesis and from its criticism. In a broad sense, then, one may say 
that truth is reached by stages, through the constant pressure 
of criticism, in Socratic and other forms of discussion. 

But to Hegel the dialectic meant something more than com¬ 
promise, criticism, or development by stages. 7 ’he dialectic was a 
self-movement of ideas according to a fixed triadic pattern, a self- 
generation of opposites and syntheses, ever spiraling upward; 
there is some driving force inherent in contradiction itself, which 
gives ideas a life or self-movement of their own so that they gener¬ 
ate their own opposites and syntheses. 

This is quite far-fetched, since in practice we revise our ideas 
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not because of any such mysterious quality in the ideas them¬ 
selves but because our minds are critical, because we consciously 
try to refine our definitions, to avoid illogicalities, and to recon¬ 
cile differences of meaning. Above all, we change our ideas when 
we find they do not harmonize with experience and the facts. And 
even if the force of this is admitted by the dialectician, and dis¬ 
crepancies betv/een ideas and facts are allowed for, there is noth¬ 
ing to show that ideas and facts are brought into harmony, or 
higher unity, by some necessary dialectical pattern. 

The last point is most important. By its very nature this kind 
of definition analysis — which is all that the original dialectic 
really amounts to — is not an instrument which can yield us any 
information about the world around us. It may of course sug¬ 
gest theories to guide our exploration, but so may any kind of 
analysis or thinking. There is still the old truth in David Hume’s 
emphasis on the difference between pure reason and fact. Discus¬ 
sion alone is not enough, information and facts are also needed; or 
as the philosopher might say, we cannot get from logic to existence. 
Some people have held the belief that from reason alone can we 
deduce the world — Descartes is an outstanding example in the 
history of philosophy — but it still remains true that logic by 
itself can tell us nothing of facts, although the use of logic is cer¬ 
tainly required for knowledge. It is not the method of the dialectic 
or any other purely logical operation which has given us our solid 
stock of knowledge about nature; it is, on the contrary, the pains¬ 
taking and pedestrian methods of observational and laboratory 
science supplemented by the tools of mathematics and logical in¬ 
ference. 

The philosopher Kant, in his use of the dialectic, pointed out 
that there is no limit to the antinomies, or contradictions, we may 
find and the synthesis we may construct if we go beyond experi¬ 
ence and let our imagination have free play. The science-fiction 
writer may describe in detail a world of imaginary life on the 
planet Mars, and Martian society may be discussed quite logically 
and dialectically. But such mental exercises do not prove that 
Martians actually exist. In the same way the objects of wishful 
thinking may be nonexistent, despite Addison's proof for Heaven 
by our desire for it: 
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Plato, thou reasonest well! 

Or whence this pleasing hope, this fond desire. 

This longing after immortality? 

Take now the second or minor premise of Hegel's syllogism: 
that the external world is a mere embodiment of ideas. We can 
see at once that it is pure assumption, without the slightest shred 
of evidence ever having been offered in its favor. And it follows 
that if the minor premise is mere supposition, then the conclu¬ 
sion — that the external world is dialectical — is equally without 
foundation. 

But Hegel was apparently untroubled by such doubts. For him 
the vital distinction between logic and fact drawn by Hume and 
Kant did not exist. The dialectic became the magic bridge be¬ 
tween the form of thought and its content, between the logical and 
the real. A mental exercise in logic can give us information about 
the external world: we need not go out and look at it by the care¬ 
ful methods of science. 

The absurdity of the Hegelian claim is seen when we test it by 
a few of the instances which Hegel gives us. By the method of the 
dialectic Hegel 'proved' that there were seven planets, four ele¬ 
ments, and three continents. Clearly there is something basically 
wrong with such a method. Hegel also used the dialectic to justify 
his mixed bag of private prejudices, such as his admiration for 
Gothic art, his dislike of popular suffrage and of higher education 
for women. 

Hegel was not on the whole greatly interested in applying the 
dialectic to the physical universe. The dialectic is nothing if not 
a continuing process in time, and Hegel was interested in it mainly 
as a means of explaining historical change. When he so applied 
it he was usually a staid conservative, although the method itself 
may, like the doctrine of natural rights, be used to serve either 
conservative or revolutionary purposes. It is conservative when 
one draws attention to the existing point reached by the dialectic 
of history, and justifies it as necessary. It may be revolutionary 
when one concentrates upon the next stage of history, since the 
present must inevitably give way to its successor, which in turn can 
then be justified. Hegel could thus say: ‘Whatever is, is right,' and 
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also: ‘All that exists deserves to perish/ The clue to the paradox 
is that some things only ‘apparently* exist: these are the things 
that are at the dialectical stage which is about to pass away. Thus, 
in France at the time o£ the Revolution, a critical stage of history 
had been reached. The ancien regime was swept away by the Revo¬ 
lution because it was only apparently real, that is, was not rational, 
or dialectically necessary. (But it was ajter the Revolution that 
Hegel discovered the ancien regime was not real and necessary.) 

Hegel was, in a sense, not talking of the ideas of human beings 
at all, but of something mysterious called the ‘Absolute Idea.* 
Accordingly, he regarded history as the progressive unfolding, 
or self-realization, of this elusive Absolute Idea. It is hard, if not 
impossible, to see what this kind of metaphysical speculation is 
all about, yet it need do no great harm, provided it is kept in 
the clouds and never makes contact with the real world of men 
and daily life. 

Unfortunately Hegel did apply it to real life. Through the 
crystal of the dialectic, he surveyed German history and ventured 
to predict the next stage with great confidence. The next ra¬ 
tional (dialectical) and therefore inevitable step in his day was to 
be, he said, the union of the several German states under a single 
monarchy. The new German state would then be the summit 
of history, ‘the Divine (or Absolute) Idea as it exists on earth,* 
because it would be the highest point then reached in the dialec¬ 
tical development of history. In dialectical terms, the thesis of 
oj iental despotism and the antithesis of Greek and Roman democ¬ 
racy would yield the synthesis of a German monarchy.® 

So Hegel bestowed his philosophical benediction upon the 
coining German monarchy and to some extent upon the organic 
theory of the State: the State with its own personality and higher 
morality, in which war is glorified, freedom of thought is both 
perverse and subversive, the citizen*s chief virtue is obedience, 
and his liberty consists of voluntary submission to the law. 

Although Hegel was not a* racialist, his philosophy needs only 
a touch of blood and soil to merge easily into the modern tribalism 

5. Cf. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, p. 218, where he gives Antiquity (thesis), 
the Middle Ages (antithesis), and Renaissance (synthesis). Thus ‘the New Age 
begins with a return to the Greeks. Negation of the Negation!’ 
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of Hitler, who was similarly puffed up with notions of the manifest 
destiny and historic mission of the German people. No doubt the 
force of nationalism which Hegel so admired may often be linked 
with the cause of national independence, as today when a num¬ 
ber of countries in the Far East have thrown off foreign rule; and 
more rarely, as with Masaryk and the Czechs, it may be allied with 
domestic reform movements; but as justified by Hegel it could 
and did issue forth only in reaction and despotism. 

Apart from other objections the logic of the applied dialectic 
has one practical, fatal flaw: who is to decide whether what ex¬ 
ists is necessary or merely apparent? When dialecticians differ, 
whose prescription shall we take? Unless we are willing to take 
someone’s word for it we can only make our own diagnosis, or 
wait until after the event in order to be quite sure whether the 
event was or was not necessary. The doctrine of wait and see was 
indeed proffered by Hegel: ‘The reality proves itself to be the 
necessary in the course of its development.’ But if that is true it is 
foolish to look ahead and predict. 

The dialectic as an instrument of analysis is full of ambiguities, 
and is hence well suited to serve the convenience of any kind of 
dialectician. It is especially ambiguous when used to interpret his¬ 
torical change, and yields different results in different hands for 
very good reasons: 

(a) any stage in development may be taken as the thesis, de¬ 
pending on one’s point of view, or what one wishes to prove; or, to 
put it in another way, an arbitrary choice must always be made to 
determine which stage of a continuing process is taken to be thesis, 
which as antithesis, and which as synthesis; 

(b) any kind of difference may be magnified into a contradic¬ 
tion or opposite, and nothing is more obvious in Hegel, and 
Marx, than the wide and loose sense in which the term ‘contradic¬ 
tion’ is often used; 

and (c) to any one thesis there may be a number of antitheses, 
and consequently a number of possible syntheses. 

Neither as a method of proof for what is already known nor, 
still less, as a description of reality nor as a method of investigat¬ 
ing reality to find new truth will the Hegelian dialectic sund 
scrutiny. This is not a surprising conclusion when we recall that 
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the dialectic is a purely rationalistic a priori formula and is neither 
based upon an empirical inquiry nor verifiable by such an inquiry. 
As Morris Cohen pointed out, it is a Procrustean bed into which 
Hegel forced everything; but quite obviously statements are not 
true merely because they can be cast in the form of the dialectic, 
while to express some truths and problems in the dialectical form 
causes only obscurity and confusion. 

To summarize this section briefly: originally the dialectic meant 
only discussion according to a special pattern, to elucidate ideas 
or show how they developed to become ‘more and more correct.' 
Hegel, by assuming that nature and history are reflections of the 
Absolute Idea, used the dialectic to interpret both nature and his¬ 
tory. His attempts to deduce natural phenomena by using the 
dialectic were absurd, since scientific methods are the only way 
known to man of securing reliable information about the physical 
universe. When he applied the dialectic to history Hegel did little 
more than use it as so-called proof that history was going the 
way he wanted it to go. 

For the sake of completeness in discussing the dialectic, a note 
may be added: the dialectic is said to operate by three laws, or 
to have three characteristics. 

The first is the transformation of quantity into quality, or the 
gradual accumulation of small changes leading in time to a quali¬ 
tative change or a new unity. In common language this would be 
differences of degree becoming so great that they amount to a dif¬ 
ference in kind or quality. 

The second is the unity of opposites, sometimes referred to as 
the interpenetration or identity of opposites. When regarded in 
this way the dialectic is, Lenin said, ‘the study of the contradictions 
within the very essence of things.' Contradictions (differences) ap¬ 
pear which negate the thesis, or struggle to break the original 
unity; these accumulate to become the antithesis, and so we have 
the unity of opposites. 

They continue to accumulate, the negation of the thesis in time 
becomes intolerable, and we reach the synthesis—which is the 
third law, or ‘negation of the negation.' At this last stage, a transi¬ 
tion or leap to a new equilibrium has been attained. The transi¬ 
tion is always sudden, and so the leap may be described as revolu- 
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tionary. (Hegelians sometimes refer to four stages, the additional 
one being a preliminary stage consisting of a kind of ‘undifferenti¬ 
ated unity.’) ^ 

III 

This brict outline of the Hegelian dialectic may do Hegel less 
than justice, by oversimplifying his views and sometimes treat¬ 
ing his peculiar dialectical ‘logic’ as though it were syllogistic. 
But my purpose has been merely to sketch Marx’s relation to 
Hegel, and for that end rough strokes are sufficient.'^ Marx re¬ 
jected the appalling conclusions of Hegel, but was not able to 
throw oft with them the spell of the dialectical method, which 
Lenin called that ‘gem in the rubbish of Absolute Idealism.’ 
Marx’s earlier essays are thickly sprinkled with verbal and far¬ 
fetched paradoxes of the dialectical type. 

Marx retained the revolutionary method, as Marxists say, and 
applied it to reach revolutionary conclusions. Nevertheless, if 
what is said above is a fair description of Hegel’s method, then 
there is every reason to doubt the dialectic and no reason to be¬ 
lieve that the method is any more valid than the conclusions. For 
that reason it might be thought sufficient to reject Marxism out of 
hand, on the ground that any philosophy which employs such a 
method is likely to be false or nonsensical. 

But Marx used the dialectic with a difference, and it is the 
difference which he regarded as vital. When he reversed Hegel’s 
philosophy and made, not ideas, but the physical world the real¬ 
ity, he assumed it to be a dialectical reality. Hence he described his 
system as dialectical materialism instead of dialectical idealism. 
His method, he said, was ‘the direct opposite’ of Hegel’s, and: 

In my view ... the ideal is nothing more than the material 
when it has been transposed and translated inside the human 
head. 

6. T. A. Jackson. Dialectics, The Logic of Marxism, London, 1936. p. 107. 

7. I‘or a sympathetic account of Hegel’s philosophy and logic see the two 
hooks by (;. R. (;. Mure in (iuide to the Literature of Marxism. An excel¬ 
lent philosophical treatment of dialectic materialism is given in H. B. 
Acton, The Illusion of the Ejtoch, London, 1955, part 1 . 
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That is the meaning, too, of his remark; 

In Hegel's writings, dialectic stands on its head. You must 

turn it right way up again if you want to discover the rational 

kernel that is hidden away within the wrappings of mystifica¬ 
tion.® 

But whether on its head or on its feet, there is nothing to show 
that the dialectic is a true description of nature. It would indeed 
be remarkable if automatically reversing Hegel gave a true pic¬ 
ture of the universe: if one philosophy is false, its opposite is 
not necessarily true. To play the dialectical game, the opposite 
would be the antithesis, and we should have Hegelian idealism 
(thesis), Marxist materialism (antithesis), yielding a monstrosity 
of a synthesis. 

Dialectical materialism, then, gives us a picture of an independ¬ 
ently existing external world which is dialectical in its composition 
and development. Clearly, in assuming that nature is dialectical 
Marx has gone a long way from the simple realist belief in the in¬ 
dependent existence of the external world and the dependence of 
mind upon matter. 

Regarded as a theory of knowledge, the Hegelian position re¬ 
versed (that is, the Marxist position) could be stated thus: nature 
is dialectical, and the contradictions that are formed in thought 
are merely reflections of those that occur in nature. This is al¬ 
most exactly how Engels and Plekhanov put the dialectic. Engels, 
for instance, wrote: ‘the dialectic of the concept itself became 
merely the conscious reflex of the dialectical motion of the real 
world.’ And again, ‘the dialectics of the brain is only a reflection 
of the forms of motion of the real world, both of nature and his¬ 
tory/ ® (My italics.) 

In the moments when he inclined toward a more ‘activist’ theory 
of knowledge, Marx himself might have put it differently: the 
truth as we know it, and reality outside ourselves, are continually 
interacting, and the interaction might be described as dialectical. 
In Marxist language this would be the unity of thought and be¬ 
ing, of subject and object; the vague doctrine that somehow knowl- 

8. Capital (Everyman's), 1934, 11, p. 875. 

9. Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 453: Dialectics of Nature, p. 153. 
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edge and development depend upon an interaction between man 
and nature. But in order to provide a determinist base for his 
iron laws of history, Marx tended often to drop his activism and 
to relapse into something nearer the simpler view of Engels and 
Lenin that mind is a mere reflection of a dialectical matter. 

At first sight it might seem curious that a person like Marx, 
ostensibly so hard-headed and so scornful of metaphysics, should 
make these large metaphysical assumptions about a dialectical na¬ 
ture. But it becomes less curious when we remember Marx's 
strenuous training in Hegelianism, and the fact that nearly every 
view of life, even the most robust and common-sensical, rests all 
unconsciously upon a set of philosophic assumptions and more 
often than not, as in this case, on the stock in trade of the preced¬ 
ing generation. 

Dialectical materialism should properly speaking refer only to 
the physical universe and how man's mind is related to it. But 
Marxism regards history, too, as dialectical. Do our ideas then re¬ 
flect nature or history or both? And if both, in what proportions? 
There is no clear answer to this in Marxism, although, as we shall 
see in later chapters, the emphasis shifts almost completely to 
history. 

Meantime, let us examine more closely how Marxists try to 
apply the dialectic to nature. ‘Nature is the test of dialectic,' said 
Engels, ‘and modern natural science . . . has thus proved that 
in the last analysis nature's process is dialectical.* Or again: ‘We 
are impelled to appeal to modern natural science as a witness for 
the preservation of dialectics in reality.' Lenin held the same be¬ 
lief: 

The latest discoveries of natural science — radium, electrons, 
the transmutation of the elements — are a remarkable con¬ 
firmation of the dialectical materialism of Marx.^® 

The application of the dialectic to nature, or to anything apart 
from social phenomena, plays very little part in the writings of 
Marx himself, who was primarily interested in the analysis of 

10. Engels, op. cit. pp. 137, 159; Engels, Handbook of Marxism, New York, 
*935» PP* 256!!. Lenin, The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of 
Marxism, Selected Works, 1942, 1, p. 55. 
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society in order to change it.'' It was left therefore to Engels and 
later Marxists to undertake more systematic application, often 
with very odd and ridiculous results. 

Lenin once wrote that ‘oats grow according to Hegel,* and 
Engels, too, was fond of the example of plant growth, in which the 
seed is ‘negated* by the growing plant, and the synthesis is the 
production of new seed. ‘The cell is HegeFs “Being in itself** and 
its development exactly follows the Hegelian process.* I'he de¬ 
velopment of the cell, the transformation of energy, and the course 
of evolution — which Engels regarded as the three decisive dis¬ 
coveries of natural science — all proceed dialectically.'® A modern 
Marxist brings the example of evolution up to date by calling 
Variation the thesis. Selection the antithesis, and Evolution the 
synthesis.'® Engels made a ludicrous attempt to ‘explain* sex by 
the dialectic: 

You, as a bridegroom, have a striking example of the insepara¬ 
bility of identity and difference in yourself and your bride. 
Take away the difference (in this case of sex), or the identity 
(the human nature of both), and what have you got left? 

Other Marxists also give peculiar examples, as when we are told 
that the skidding of a car ‘negates the steering*; or the dialectic is 
given a moral touch, as when punishment is said to ‘negate* crime. 

When the emphasis is on the transformation of quantity into 
quality — the so-called first law of the dialectic — we are given 
such instances as these from Marxist literature: the gradual heat¬ 
ing of iron until it suddenly transforms into a liquid; water chang¬ 
ing into steam at 2i2°F., and into ice at 32°F.; the metamorphosis 
of the chrysalis to butterfly; the sudden change in the number 


11. Marx’s son-in-law, Paul La Fargue, said, *In the higher mathematics he 
[Marx] could trace the dialectical movement in its most logical and at the 
same time in its simplest form.' He also noted that Marx intended to write a 
book on logic, and another on the history of philosophy. It is a pity we have 
not been given Marx’s dialectical treatment of these subjects. Reminiscences 
of Marx, Selected Works, 1942, i, pp. 84. 94. 

12. Selected Correspondence of Marx and Engels, 1846-189^, London, 1934. 
p. 113; Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 455: Handbook, pp. 262!!. 

13. Jack Lindsay, Marxism and Contemporary Science, London, 1949* p. 225. 

14. Selected Correspondence, p. 495. 
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series 1 to 9, to 10; and the addition of carbon and hydrogen atoms 
to form new hydrocarbons. The sudden (dialectical) change is said 
to occur upon reaching the nodal point, which in the case of water 
to steam is 2i2°F. When this is expressed in the slightly different 
form of the unity of opposites, or what Lenin called ‘the division 
of the One,' we are given; the one and the many, change and rest, 
form and content, matter and spirit, substance and accident, real¬ 
ity and experience, and so forth almost ad infinitum. 

Plekhanov — one of the more competent nineteenth-century 
Marxists, the father of Russian Marxism, and Lenin's old teacher 
— when seeking instances in nature of such sudden dialectical 
change, found them not only in the processes of biological evolu¬ 
tion but also in phenomena drawn from geology, that is, in vol¬ 
canoes and earthquakes. The object of this, of course, as in Marx¬ 
ism generally, is to justify the use of the dialectic in social change, 
and here he found the class struggle ‘a striking confirmation' of 
the dialectic. His examples from the past of such historical change 
were the French Revolution and the revolutionizing of Russia by 
Peter the Great, who brought Russia suddenly ‘from its Asiatic 
to its European period.' One need hardly point out the obvious 
fallacy in this procedure of Plekhanov, that however changes 
may occur in national phenomena they have no relevance at all 
to the solution of social problems. 

Lenin provided a number of illustrations, drawn from nature 
and the sciences, of the dialectic regarded from the other point of 
view, as the unity of opposites; the plus and minus signs, and the 
differential and integral calculus; positive and negative elec¬ 
tricity; action and reaction in mechanics; and the combination 
and dissociation of atoms in chemistry. And Lenin's materialism, 
we are told by Moscow, was ‘nothing more than the further de¬ 
velopment of the philosophy of Marx and Engels according to 
the development of the sciences, primarily of the natural sciences, 
in the epoch in which Lenin lived.' 


15. G. V. Plekhanov, Fundamental Problems of Marxism, London, 1941, 
PP- 97->09. 

16. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, p. 223. Selected Works, 1942, 
I, Editor’s note, p. 436. 
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Marxist scientists such as J. B. S. Haldane and J. D. Bernal in 
the Western world also speak highly on behalf of the dialectic in 
the natural sciences. Bernal, for instance, mentions ‘the wealth of 
suggestive ideas and new tools for research and systematization 
that lie waiting to be used in the new methods.' Some Marxists 
appear to regard as dialectical all natural processes, such as food 
decay or escaping steam; and when these are prevented by ‘artificial 
means' (refrigeration or a closed cylinder), the astonishing label 
of ‘mechanical Fascism' is applied.^^ There is no evidence, how¬ 
ever, that dialectical materialism has made any difference to the 
scientific work of such scientists. 

Dialectical materialism is the official philosophy of the Soviet 
Union. That country, as much as any in the world, is also intensely 
devoted to natural science, which is studied and applied on a wide 
scale in order to raise the level of production and hence in time the 
standard of living of the people. A pertinent question is, then, 
what use does science in the Soviet Union make of dialectical ma¬ 
terialism? 

Engels once referred to the dialectic as ‘our best working tool" 
and this is one sense in w^hich the Russians appear to think of it: 
as a special tool or technique or approach, to solve problems in 
science, for instance, by providing various working hypotheses. 
This may also have been Stalin's meaning when he referred to ‘the 
dialectical method of apprehending nature.' The other main use 
seems to be as a method of interpreting or rephrasing the results 
of ordinary scientific investigation in order to make them more 
meaningful. As one Marxist has it: ‘only a dialectical grasp of the 
facts gives a right understanding.' 

Far more elaborate claims are sometimes made however, as when 
Engels wrote: 

Dialectics is nothing more than the science of the general laws 

of motion and development of Nature, human society and 

thought. 

17. J. D. Bernal, The Social Function of Science, London, 1935, p. 230. J. B. 
S. Haldane, A Banned Broadcast and Other Essays, London, 1946, pp. 235(1. 
H. Levy, A Philosophy for a Modern Man, London, 1938, pp. 125-7. 

18. J. Stalin, Leninism, Selected Writings, New York, 1942, p. 406-7. 

19. D. Guest, A Textbook of Dialectical Materialism, New York, 1939, pp. 
76-7. C£. also J. Somerville, Soviet Philosophy, New York, 1946, p. 204. 
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and when the Russians account for 

the enormous growth of technique and of the natural sciences 
in the Soviet Union, the decay of technique and of the natural 
sciences in capitalist countries, 

by the use of dialectical materialism in Russia and its lack in the 
Western world.^o There is support in Lenin, too, for such sweep¬ 
ing claims, as when he noted the interesting condition in which 
modern physics finds itself: 

Modern physics is in a state of confinement; it is giving birth 
to dialectical materialism. The childbirth is painful.^^ 

This is a quite fantastic statement, since Lenin did not in fact 
know enough about the physics of his day to be able to assess what 
was happening to it. 

The view of non-Marxist scientists who have visited Russia 
and seen something of Russian science at first hand, and who have 
followed its results as published in scientific journals, is that al¬ 
though rare examples may be found of Russian scientific work 
inspired by the dialectical hypothesis, for the most part Russian 
science makes no use of dialectical materialism at all; that, in short, 
scientific methods are the same in Russia as in the Western world. 
Eric Ashby, a British botanist, after a year in Russia in 1945, 
found this view widely expressed by Russian scientists themselves, 
although not of course too openly.^* 

The recent case of Lysenko and the apparently official adoption 
of his Lamarckian views on genetics might seem to show that Rus¬ 
sian scientists do use the dialectic fruitfully. But the point here 
is that Lysenko’s work in science is extremely elusive and dubious, 
since when other scientists repeat his experiments and follow his 
methods, they are unable to arrive at the same results — that is, to 
establish the inheritance of acquired characteristics. Among pro¬ 
fessional geneticists, who are presumably the folk best qualified 

20. Engels, Handbook, p. 266, Selected Correspondence, Editor's note, p. 
115. Science at the Cross Roads, Papers presented to the International Congress 
of the History of Science and Technology, by the Delegates of the U.S.S.R., 
> 931 - 

21. Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, p. 269. 

22. Eric Ashby, Scientist in Russia, Penguin Books, 1947, pp. 97!!. 
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to judge the technicalities of the dispute, Lysenko is therelore 
regarded as something of a charlatan — an opinion of Lysenko 
common among Russian scientists themselves a few years ago.^^ 
(More recent reports from Russia seem to show that Lysenko’s 
star is fading and that scientific integrity may be restored to the 
study of genetics.) 

The elevation of Lysenko's theory to the status of temporary 
orthodoxy and the purge of dissenting geneticists can be explained 
only by reference to Russian politics and psychology, and it would 
be out of place here to go into full details. Lysenko's reputation 
as a practical agronome, and his success in convincing the politi¬ 
cal authorities that his line of research would yield quicker and 
bigger results in agriculture, seem to have had a lot to do with the 
adoption of his views. (Engels also inclined toward Lamarck, and 
the same tendency was observed in the early days of the Soviet 
Union.) 24 

It comes to this: in the opinion of Western geneticists, Lysenko 
has given no evidence that he or his dialectical materialism has 
made any contribution to scientific discovery. The whole dispute 
is on a par with the claims of the Nazis to a special ‘Nazi science,' 
which, where it was science at all, consisted merely of ordinary sci¬ 
entific methods employed by Nazis; and otherwise was only pseudo¬ 
science, as in the case of Nazi race theories. 

The grandiose claims of the Russians notwithstanding, it ap¬ 
pears beyond dispute that modern science does not make any seri¬ 
ous use of the dialectic either inside or outside Russia. Russian 
scientists, like all Russian scholars, are naturally careful to rewrite 
the results of their work in dialectical terms and to pay tribute to 
the official philosophy; this is the price they must pay if they wish 
to retain their positions. Are, then, the scientists who do not use 
the dialectic like M. Jourdain, Moliere's rich grocer, who for 
forty years spoke prose without knowing it? Something very like 
this assertion was actually made by Engels and by Plekhanov. The 
latter asserted that 

23. Ashby, op. cit. p. 114; Julian Huxley, Soviet Genetics, London, 1949; 
Conway Zirkle (ed.). Death of a Science in Russia, Philadelphia, 1949. 

24. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, p. 106; J. B. S. Haldane, The Marxist 
Philosophy and the Sciences, London, 1938, pp. 94, 117. 
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people who have never read him [Hegel], by the sheer force 
of the facts and the evident sense of ‘reality,' are obliged to 
speak as he spoke. One could not think of a greater triumph 
for a philosopher: readers ignore him, but life confirms his 
views. 

Engels said much the same: 

the dialectical character of this interconnection [of the sys¬ 
tem of nature] is forcing itself against their will even into 
the metaphysically-trained minds of the natural scientists.^® 

Upon first reading Darwin's Origin of Species, Marx was struck 
by the ‘crude English [i.e. non-dialectical] style.' Marx neverthe¬ 
less welcomed and appreciated Darwin's work, just as the Rus¬ 
sians today are not backward in appropriating the results of 
Western science, despite its ‘deficiencies and decadence of method.' 
The truth is that up to the present, every single scientific discov¬ 
ery. great or small, has been made without the aid of the dialectic 
in any form, and mainly by scientists who were in all likelihood 
blissfully ignorant even of its existence. 

Marxists sometimes go to extraordinary lengths in their praise 
of the dialectic, and appear to think that the static logic of Aris¬ 
totle has been replaced by the dialectic, which they say is the only 
logic capable of explaining processes, as distinct from static phe¬ 
nomena. Disagreeing with traditional logic, Marxists argue that 
A can be both A and not A; that two contradictory propositions 
may both be true. Whereas by ordinary logic it has always been 
admitted that you cannot step into the same river twice — since it 
has changed between the two occasions — according to the dialec¬ 
tic you cannot even step into the same river once. Some Marxists 
— Plekhanov, for instance — have been more moderate and have 
argued that the dialectic does not supersede formal logic, but 
that the latter is merely a special case of the dialectic, or that the 
dialectic merely deprives formal logic of its ‘absolute' value. 
Trotsky, too, compared formal logic with a static picture or photo¬ 
graph, and dialectic to a moving picture of reality. And other 


25. G. V. Plekhanov, In Defence of Materialism, London, 1947, p. log. 
Engels, Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 456; Dialectics of Nature, p. 34. 
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Marxists regard dialectic logic and formal logic as bearing the 
same relation to each other as higher and lower mathematics. 

IV 

How much is really valid in all these extravagant claims on 
behalf of the Marxist dialectic? In venturing on an assessment 
we may notice first that the objections given earlier to the Hegelian 
dialectic are applicable also to any other use of the dialectical 
method. Only if taken as a description of how our ideas may 
change in discussion, that is, in its original Socratic use, is the 
dialectic at all appropriate. Sometimes, indeed, Marxists water 
down the dialectic to just that, as when Haldane writes: ‘I hope 
those who disagree will point out in detail where, in their opinion, 
my argument is faulty. It is only by such a dialectical method we 
are likely to arrive at the truth . . .* Here ‘dialectical' is a 
superfluous word, and could just as wtII be replaced by ‘criti¬ 
cal.' 

Second, consider the dialectic as applied to nature. It is no doubt 
easy to find instances of the so-called unity of opposites, perhaps 
even a struggle of opposites, if the expression is broadly inter¬ 
preted. Just as in the realm of ideas it is difficult to conceive 
many things without some concept of their opposites — good im¬ 
plies evil, beauty ugliness, and so on — so in nature one may find 
such instances as the north and south poles, and one may even 
speak intelligently of a principle of polarity. But neither in ideas 
nor in nature is it true that opposites always generate a synthesis: 
in the realm of ideas, sometimes a number of conflicting theories 
may be discarded as wholly false; and in nature, as we see from the 
analogy of the poles, there is no upward triadic development, spiral 
or any other kind. 

If dialectical terms are to be employed at all, what we often 
do see in nature are forces in conflict, producing together either 
a static or a dynamic equilibrium. This conception is at least as 
old as Heraclitus, with his remark that conflict is the father of all 
things, and as new as Havelock Ellis, who spoke highly of the in¬ 
sight and even serenity it gave him to conceive of the world in 

26. J. B. S. Haldane, Heredity and Politics, London, 1938, p. 9. 
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terms of ‘harmonious conflict/ The forces maintaining an arch 
or the planetary system, the co-ordination of muscles in dancing, 
or the equilibria in plant behavior and growth, even the physio¬ 
logical basis of sex — all these may be thought of in terms of ‘the 
harmony of conflict.* In psychology, too, the notion of conflict or 
tension may be a quite legitimate and useful way of thinking. But 
none of this is the dialectic — the self-generation of opposites, 
the trinity of continuously upward progression. The dialectic in 
any strict sense as applied to nature is an unwarranted metaphysi¬ 
cal assumption. It is one of Stalin*s ‘ “bolshevik axioms** which 
differ from the usual axioms in that they are anything but self- 
evident.* 28 Laws of nature are best regarded as generalizations 
about the behavior of matter, derived from, or at any rate sup¬ 
ported by, empirical investigation. The dialectic is not such a 
law, descriptive of natural phenomena or supported by empirical 
evidence. At most it may be regarded as a vivid way of expressing 
an occasional truth in needlessly paradoxical form. 

Third, consider the dialectic as applied generally to develop¬ 
ment or processes. As a particularly striking way of emphasizing 
the fact of change or development by stages — whether in nature, 
ideas, or society — the dialectic may not be wholly objectionable, 
for those who take to that kind of language. In tracing any kind 
of change, it is useful to look for the interaction of different fac¬ 
tors, and for fresh syntheses and equilibria. Whitehead, for ex¬ 
ample, speaks often of interaction. It may even be possible to 
substantiate in nature occasional cases of the transformation of 
quantity into quality. Propositional or formal logic, which Marx¬ 
ists so much disdain, must no doubt be supplemented or at any 
rate cautiously used if it is to describe a complex and changing 
reality. (The language of the infinitesimal calculus is designed for 
that very purpose, to describe rates of change.) Many things are 
continuously changing, although examples of their producing 
their ‘opposites* are rarer than Marxists think, unless the word is 
used—and it usually is so used—^in an ambiguous manner.*® 

27. H. Ellis, The Philosophy of Conflict and Other Essays, London, 1919. 

28. Ashby, op. cit. p. 98. 

29. T. A. Jackson, op. dt. pp. 105, 255-9, writes: ‘Thus hydrogen and 
oxygen are ‘'opposites'* but they can and do unite to form something which is 
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Is this dialectic logic a great deal more, as Marxists hold, than 
a sometimes applicable description of change? Can we employ 
the dialectic as a new way of thinking — a way which incidentally 
is not supported by what we know from psychology of the work¬ 
ing of our mental processes — to ferret out the truth in science or 
society or anywhere else? The answer can only be that it is not a 
new logic, it is in fact not a logic at all. Aristotelian or formal 
logic is merely a set of rules to insure consistent thinking, and is 
not meant to be a description of natural processes. All Hegelians, 
including Marxists, subscribe to this same logic and make use of 
it, and do not reject, for instance, the law of contradiction. Logical 
distinctions could not be made without it. All the so-called con¬ 
tradictions of which Marxists make so much are perfectly expli¬ 
cable by ordinary logic. 

Have the Marxist scientists produced any results which can¬ 
not be accounted for, both in their discovery and in the later 
descriptive accounts of them, by all the ordinary methods of sci¬ 
ence — experiment, induction, trial and error, inference, and the 
rest of it? The answer is meager in the extreme, and quite uncon¬ 
vincing to anyone who has not already as a matter of faith em¬ 
braced the dialectic. 

The burden of proof is upon Marxists. Granted that the dia¬ 
lectical method may sometimes be used in the give and take of 
discussion, they must show (a) how it may be applied to the worlds 
of nature and of history, once Hegel's idealist metaphysics is re¬ 
jected; and (b) how it may be used as a method of investigation, 
proof, or description. They have simply not shown either of these 
things. Marxists merely take the truth of the dialectic for granted 
and beg the question entirely, as when Plekhanov cited the class 
struggle as confirmation of the dialectic. Its truth is largely a mat¬ 
ter of acceptance or faith and one either sees it or one does not. 
There is indeed a strangely religious air about the whole matter: 
believe and you will understand; have faith and your doubts will 
vanish. This may be good theology, but it certainly is not science, 
and is precisely the kind of attitude which stands in the way of 

not (and in that sense is “opposite" to) either oxygen or hydrogen.' He also 
cites the periodic table of tlie elements, and the structure of the atom itself, 
as dialectical. 
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any serious or objective study of nature or society. People who 
accept the full Marxist orthodoxy naturally accept dialectical ma¬ 
terialism as part of it. One cannot be an orthodox Marxist with¬ 
out accepting dialectical materialism, since it is by definition part 
of the creed. 

Even as philosophy, dialectical materialism is wholly dogmatic. 
Its postulates are beyond the reach of reason and critical examina¬ 
tion: they are elusive ‘bolshevik axioms.' But if the axioms are 
examined, the dialectic does not turn out to be a new logic, a 
higher thought-form, a fruitful working hypothesis, the ground 
plan of the universe, the clue to history, an adequate description 
of nature, or anything else: instead it may be seen for what it is, 
a purely abstract formula, a kind of secular scholasticism, or, as 
some prefer to call it, sheer mysticism. If development proceeds 
slowly or rapidly, continuously or by leaps, it is all dialectical. Na¬ 
ture, life, and history are cast in the form of a Socratic dialogue. 
Lenin's description of philosophic idealism as a ‘sterile flower' 
may be more aptly applied to dialectical materialism itself. 

Using the dialectic can also be a jolly game of playing with 
words, as it was with Engels' Herr Stein, ‘who translated foreign 
propositions into undigested Hegelian language.' In adroit hands 
the dialectic can be used to prove anything. We may take the ex¬ 
ample of proving immortality from a recent writer on Marx: Life 
is the thesis, the antithesis is death, the only possible synthesis of 
the two being immortality.®® Engels played the same kind of game 
in order to disprove immortality: Life is negated by death, which 
it always contains, in germ; living means dying, and therefore 
there can be no immortality.®^ Nothing could be neater, nothing 
more typical of dialectical usage, and nothing more meaningless. 

Since the world and everything in it are assumed to be dialecti¬ 
cal, Hegelians and Marxists display an inveterate tendency to force 
everything into the dialectical pattern in order to prove their 
thesis. Naturally, if the dialectic is made elastic enough, with a 
little ingenuity all problems may be stated in that form, and all 
phenomena may be brought within its scope; but its value as a 

50. R. N. Carew Hunt, The Theory and Practice of Communism, London, 
1950. p. 80. 

31. Dialectics of Nature, p. 164. 
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tool then disappears. Any philosophy, if its terms are sufficiently 
vague, can embrace everything, as is sometimes said to be the case 
with Buddhism. The extraordinary feature of all this to the non- 
Marxist, even one who has all the good will in the world to under¬ 
stand it, is how little the dialectic does help in understanding any¬ 
thing, and how lacking in precision the examples and concepts 
usually are. 

The very limited debt we owe to the revival of the dialectic by 
Hegel and Marx is merely for the emphasis on a dynamic point of 
view: on conflict, change, and process in nature and society. The 
debt would be larger and more readily acknowledged if it could 
be shown that it was the use of the dialectic which enabled Hegel 
and Marx to make their sometimes illuminating analyses of his¬ 
tory and society. But there is every reason to believe they would 
both have done as well without the dialectic. Hegel for the most 
part had formulated his theories of history before casting them in 
dialectical form, and with Marx it was not so much the dialectic 
as his awareness of economic interest which enabled him to make 
an occasional shrewd analysis; while to offset the instances where 
the dialectic may have been useful, there are the instances where 
its use led Marx and Engels astray and into a wrong analysis, as it 
had done with Hegel before them. 

The awareness of conflict, process and change is fully incorpo¬ 
rated into Western thought and needs no dialectic to support it. 

Since 'tis Nature's law to change. 

Constancy alone is strange, 

the poet had sung two hundred years before Marx, and though 
he was thinking of the human heart rather than of social and eco¬ 
nomic institutions, the sentiment is widely recognized as applying 
to these also. 

In short, almost all this talk of the strict dialectic as a pattern 
of necessity is on the whole more confusing than useful or true; 
it is part of our unfortunate heritage from Hegel, who has fathered 
both the enfant terrible of the Fascist State and the illegitimate 
offspring of dialectical materialism. 

On the other hand, if the dialectic is watered down and broad¬ 
ened, as it is by some Marxists, so that all change means contra- 
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diction; if the dialectic method is regarded merely as a dynamic 
as opposed to a static analysis; if it means that understanding na¬ 
ture or society is sometimes to change it, and that to understand 
continuity we must often examine conflicting trends and inter¬ 
actions, and above all look at things and processes, and not only 
at our ideas about them: then of course there can be little quarrel 
with the Marxists, except to deplore their terminology. The dia¬ 
lectic, if so broadened, then merges into the common scientific 
attitude of the Western world. As mentioned frequently in later 
chapters, when the dogma and certainties of Marxism are con¬ 
verted into more mundane approximations and probabilities, they 
are often quite useful to the social scientist. 

V 

At first sight it is not obvious what difference it makes to Marx's 
social theory whether the natural world is materialist in a me¬ 
chanical or in a dialectical sense. The connection lies beneath the 
surface. Marx was something of a universalist and liked to subject 
society and the whole cosmos to the same laws. The attitude is one 
often caricatured as typical of German pedants, who are incapable 
of the simplest action without first constructing an elaborate cos¬ 
mology into which the action must be fitted. 

But there is more to it than that. Marx read the idea of progress 
into his conception of history; an idea which came easily to chil¬ 
dren of the Enlightenment and to disciples of Hegel and for that 
matter is still prevalent, although many people are less confident 
about it since the advent of the atomic era. Marx believed that 
beyond capitalism would be something better, not merely some¬ 
thing different; he therefore could not regard history as an affair 
of mere cause and effect, or there would be no guarantee of an 
inevitable revolution leading to a higher stage of organized society. 
Now, if it is conveniently assumed that society and nature both 
operate by precisely the same laws, then the mechanical view of 
nature must be denounced as 'shallow and vulgarized' material¬ 
ism, because it implies a mechanical view of history; hence the 
desperate attempts of Marxists to force the facts of nature into the 
dialectical formula. The kind of necessity that must prevail in 
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both nature and society if the Marxist goal is to be realized must 
therefore be dialectical determinism, from ‘lower to higher,' in 
Engels' words, and ‘onward and upward' in Stalin's. And further, 
it must not be a gradual or evolutionary growth; it must have its 
leaps and its discontinuities, in order to justify a revolutionary 
break with the past. 

Engels was definite on this: nature (matter) is dialectical and is 
also historical, or developing in time by ‘the progressive move¬ 
ment from the lower to the higher, which asserts itself through 
all zig-zag movements and temporary setbacks'; and ‘what is true 
of nature ... is also true of the history of society in all its 
branches . . .' The dialectic meant for Engels that 

complex of processes, in which the things apparently stable 
no less than their mind-images in our heads, the concepts, 
go through an uninterrupted change of coming into being 
and passing away, in which, in spite of all seeming accidents 
and of all temporary retrogression, a progressive development 
asserts itself in the end.’*^ 

Stalin's argument was almost identical: in nature there are no 
accidents, but all phenomena are subject to laws, and since man 
and social phenomena are part of nature, society is also subject 
to laws, the same laws. The dialectic then becomes ‘the algebra of 
revolution.' 

Instances put forward to prove the law of dialectical progress 
in nature are not proof but, as we have seen, only selected illus¬ 
trations, some of them unfortunately chosen and nearly all of 
forced artificiality. Even if the dialectical view of nature were true 
it does not follow that history is also dialectical. It is merely an 
assumption, and a dangerous one, to assert that human society 
moves by the same laws as the physical universe, that the laws of 
physics or of biological evolution in the animal kingdom can be 
applied directly to describe human societies. Engels, in one of his 
clearer moments, sharply criticized people ‘who confused physics 
and economics,' and like Lenin warned against transferring bio¬ 
logical ideas to the domain of the social sciences.®® 

32. Selected Works, 1942, i, pp. 452, 453, 456. 

33. Engels, Selected Correspondence, p. 411; Lenin, Materialism and Empiric^ 
Criticism, p. 284. 
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The real function of dialectical materialism in the closely articu¬ 
lated Marxist system of thought seems to be this. First, it postulates 
a purely material and self-sufficient nature, moving by its own 
inherent dialectical laws, from which mind is totally excluded. So 
far, so good. Second, this is designed to serve as a foundation for 
a similar view of history in which, despite an allowance of free 
choice for a minority, mankind in the mass will be subject to the 
same impersonal and immanent laws as nature. Now this is a very 
different proposition indeed. But since it is taken for granted, then 
Marx's social analysis and all his laws of society, for instance the 
class struggle, will appear to be truly scientific and thus acquire 
all the prestige of natural science. Marx is not alone in perpetrat¬ 
ing this error. Herbert Spencer and many others fell into the same 
confusion of arguing from nature to society, in order to give their 
social theories a scientific flavor. 

Marxists are afraid that any philosophy of nature which is not 
materialist will entail a corresponding explanation of history by 
other than purely material forces, and that if nature is not taken 
to be dialectical, neither can history be viewed as dialectically 
progressive. They therefore assert that historical materialism is 
inseparable from philosophic materialism, that dialectical ma¬ 
terialism is identical with science, that the whole Marxist philoso¬ 
phy is, in Lenin's words, ‘as a solid block of steel,* and that ‘dia¬ 
lectics are the most generalized laws possible.* ^4 

Marx himself, as we have said, was little concerned with the 
application of the dialectic to nature. Assuming, as he did, that 
society is moving by the iron necessity of the dialectic to the over¬ 
throw of capitalism, an air of support is lent to this law if it can 
be shown, or even plausibly suggested, that the whole cosmic 
process also moves according to the same inexorable law. But it 
is not really necessary so to widen the sphere of operation of the 
dialectic. It might be false that nature is dialectical (and it is not 
so much false as nonsensical), but it could still be true (though 
unlikely on the face of it) of human history, and more particularly 
of capitalist society. It is not the truth of the dialectic in nature 


34. E.g. ‘Dialectical materialism, the world outlook of the Marxist-Leninist 
Party, is a truly scientific world outlook.’ M. Cornforth, Dialectical Material^ 
ism. An Introductory Course, London, 1952, i, p. 126. 
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and physics but its application to history — the dialectic as the 
science of society, revealing the so-called laws of social change — 
that is vital to Marx’s system. 

VI 

Marx is so often abused as a materialist that it is worth noting 
one sense in which he was not a materialist at all. He was not the 
kind of materialist who believes that the only behavior of which 
a man is capable is the pursuit of his own selfish ends or his animal 
pleasures. Marx was not a psychological hedonist, or any other 
kind of hedonist, or even a behaviorist. Although he had many 
unpleasant traits — arrogance, intolerance, and abusiveness — yet 
within the family circle his standards of personal conduct were 
high, even puritanical, and he was actuated by ideals having noth¬ 
ing to do with his own material comfort or pleasure. His own 
conduct does not, of course, disprove his opinions: there is still 
the question whether he did imply, if not say, that human beings 
act and can only act from motives of economic self-interest. 

Engels, indeed, did argue at times that the will is determined 
by economic or class interest. To some Marxists this appears to be 
the core of Marxism, and hence they are content when explaining 
human conduct merely to point out self-interested motives. Al¬ 
though Marx can be interpreted entirely in this way it is generally 
a mistake to attribute to him such a simple and extremist view. 

Yet in one sense he does join hands with the classical English 
economists in believing that the pursuit of individual interests is 
the fuel that drives the social engine. The difference is that Marx 
believed the historical operation of the dialectic would in the end 
enable mankind to bring a better society into being, wdien selfish 
interests would be transcended; whereas with the economists it 
was natural law or the ‘invisible hand’ of Adam Smith which would 
promote the public welfare, and there was no need ever to tran¬ 
scend or eliminate individual self-interest. 

After Adam Smith, the ‘inexorable laws of economics' were used 
to justify a pessimistic view of society, as in Malthus and Ricardo, 
so that economics later became ‘the dismal science,’ less concerned 
with investigating the wealth of nations than with explaining to 
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the masses why they must always be poor. Marx retained his opti¬ 
mism, however, because, as he saw it, the dialectic was on the side 
of a better future. 

There is a good deal of truth in the economist's assumptions 
about human motives, and because that is so, the behavior of man 
in the mass is often statistically predictable — for instance, in reac¬ 
tion to price changes or shortages of commodities, as when bargain 
nylons are on sale or sugar is going to be scarce and there is a rush 
of housewives to the shops. And it is precisely because people act 
in their economic interests in the market that the wheels of indus¬ 
try and business keep turning. Yet such statistical generalizations 
do not imply necessity or determinism. No one denies that there 
is also room in social behavior for many other kinds of action, 
from choosing a wife to dying for one’s country, and the assump¬ 
tion of the economist does not pretend to be an exhaustive account 
of human behavior, or to cover more than one area of life. 

Similarly, Marx made room for all kinds of motives and ideals 
in individual behavior, as he was forced to do, since it is not hard 
to refute the proposition that human beings act only and always 
from a desire for gain. This helps to answer the old question 
whether Marxism is compatible with free will. At the level of the 
individual, the answer is yes. If we ask, is economic science in gen¬ 
eral compatible with free will, the answer on the whole is also yes. 
Men can, and sometimes do, act from other than economic reasons; 
they need not follow their economic interest in everything, but 
economics is built on the assumption that they usually do so in 
the market place. A like situation obtains in religion, which rightly 
enough, and on the basis of experience, regards all men as sinners, 
and yet teaches that sin is a matter of choice and will. Although 
Marxism need not conflict with a doctrine of individual free will, 
it must deny the influence of free will in shaping the course of 
history. While Marx personally conceded free will, his laws of his¬ 
tory do not: one may thus predict the general outcome although 
not what any given individual will do. 

Marx was logically compelled to give up the view of personal 
economic determinism if the gap was to be bridged between the 
self-interested individual and class-conscious loyalty. Yet this posed 
Marx with a dilemma, as we shall see later, for if there is no per- 
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sonal determinism (but only a kind of statistical probability, based 
on past behavior) it becomes impossible to find any iron laws in 
history. One can find only tendencies or probabilities, and these 
can work themselves out only if all other things remain unchanged. 
The economist is aware of this, and if he is a good economist he 
always qualifies his ‘laws' with ceteris paribus, and he knows that 
since in real life all other things are rarely equal for any length 
of time, the predictions based upon a single tendency rarely come 
true. Marx, on the other hand, explains and predicts without 
qualification, and reduces all history to economic history. 

In fine, Marxism mixes several points of view with regard to 
will and motives. Occasionally in Engels there is the notion that 
historical necessity arises because the will is economically deter¬ 
mined. Often, Marx concedes that men are moved by different 
motives but that these do not matter; history shows a determinate 
social action for man in the mass. Part of the plausibility of Marx¬ 
ism lies in this very dualism, the combination of the individually 
moral and the historically necessary. 

Since Marx did not believe in complete psychological deter¬ 
minism he avoided the error of reducing man to an isolated atom 
following the unchanging laws of a static human nature. He saw 
that man is a social product above all else and can best be explained 
in terms of his social milieu. It is a social rather than a genetic 
determinism, and of man in the mass (or class) rather than of the 
individual. ‘It is not the consciousness of men which determines 
their being, but on the contrary their social being that determines 
their consciousness' — a proposition which Engels called self- 
evident and simple.^® The Young Hegelians had also rejected psy¬ 
chological determinism and had enunciated a kind of social-deter- 
minist view of man. Marx took this further, narrowed its applica¬ 
tion, and, making the economic in turn the determining factor 
in the social milieu, gave us the economic interpretation of history. 

We can now see clearly the total irrelevance of Marx's dialectic 
of nature, and consequently why Marxism contributes nothing to 
perception, philosophy, or science. To Marx the problems of the 
relation of mind and matter and of the theory of knowledge are 
unimportant, as both are usually understood. All that we are given 
35. Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 362. 
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is the obvious fact that man is dependent on nature, and that there 
is some kind of interaction. It is the relation of ideas to the eco¬ 
nomic forces in history which really matters in Marxism and this 
means that, as Engels put it, the historical causes ‘transform them¬ 
selves into motive in the brains of the actors.* The problem 
of thinking and being is solved by a social explanation, and it is 
the social process that is dialectical. Ideas turn out after all to be 
not a reflection of nature, whether nature is monist, pluralist, or 
dialectical, but a reflection of society, and not of all society but of 
only the economic ingredient. Perhaps ‘reflection* is the wrong 
word, although it is commonly used in Marxism; the relation of 
ideas to society is not simple and direct, for there may be a time 
lag during which prevalent ideas ‘reflect* the economic foundations 
of past society. But this problem concerns the application of the 
dialectic to history, which is treated in the following chapter. 

36. Op. cit. p. 458. 



Historical materialism is the extension of the prin¬ 
ciples of dialectical materialism to the study of so¬ 
cial life. Stalin.i 

[Historical materialism w] *that view of the course of 
history, which seeks the ultimate cause and the great 
moving power of all important historic events in the 
economic development of society, in the changes in 
the modes of production and exchange, in the conse¬ 
quent division of society into distinct classes, and in 
the struggles of these classes against one another* 

Engels.2 
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The Economic Interpretation of History 


I 

The preceding chapter was intended to show that the Hegelian 
and Marxist dialectic in any philosophical sense is, as Thomas 
Masaryk said, the veriest hocus-pocus. If the ‘principles' of dialecti¬ 
cal materialism are extended to the study of social life we ought 
not, then, to expect results any more sensible than dialectical mate¬ 
rialism itself. In fact, however, Marxist social theory is quite separa¬ 
ble from dialectical materialism, and not at all dependent upon it. 
For that very reason, whatever there is of value in Marx is to be 
found in his analysis of history and society. 

The Marxist conception of history is known by a variety of 
names, of which the most common are the materialist conception 
of history, historical materialism, the economic interpretation of 
history, and economic determinism. Of these the last is the least 
inaccurate. As in the investigation of Marx's more technical phi- 

1. Leninism, p. 406. 

8. Selected Works, 1948, 1, p. 408. 
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losophy, a difficulty confronts us at the outset, since his theory of 
history is nowhere fully elaborated but is scattered throughout 
his works, so that the pieces must be taken and fitted together into 
a more precise pattern than Marx himself provided. The best sum¬ 
mary of the theory, at a highly generalized level, is found in the 
Preface to the Critique of Political Economy. 

Marx was interested above all in the overthrow of capitalism, 
and all his theories were meant to further that purpose. In the 
words of Engels, ‘Marx was before all else a revolutionary. His 
real mission in life was to contribute in one way or another to the 
overthrow of capitalist society.’ As Marx himself put it, ‘the phi¬ 
losophers have interpreted the world in various ways; the point, 
however, is to change it.* ^ Yet he despised the common run of 
Utopians and socialists of his day who were also critical of capital¬ 
ism and anxious to replace it with something better. I'liey seemed 
to him vague, sentimental, unrealistic, with no understanding of 
the economic and social forces at work, no grasp of the inner laws 
of history. He believed himself to be scientific and, like Hegel, 
able to comprehend these laws. What were they? It will be useful 
to have them before us in summary form before proceeding to an 
analysis and assessment of the separate parts. 

I'he Marxist theory of historical materialism may be summed 
up in the broad statement that economic forces have determined 
the course of history. This is indeed all that Marxist theory means 
to many people; certainly it is the simplest and most plausible 
statement of the case, and of course it contains some measure of 
truth. Doubts begin to arise only when the statement is examined 
closely to see what it really means, and when the theory is applied 
to definite episodes in history. 

In order to show precisely how the economic forces have oper¬ 
ated, Marx’s theory may be broken down into a number of more 
specific propositions. 

First, when he was giving the phrase a narrow meaning, Marx 
called the underlying economic forces the ‘modes of production,* 
or productive forces, and these constitute the economic founda¬ 
tion which is said to determine the entire superstructure of society. 
Included in the latter are the systems of law, politics, morals, reli- 

3. Engels, op. cit. p. 17. Marx, Theses on Feuerbach. 
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gion, philosophy, and art — the whole way of life or ‘culture/ 
Second, corresponding to any particular set of the modes of pro¬ 
duction there are appropriate ‘relations of production,' or property 
relations, which concern mainly the form of ownership. The modes 
of production gradually change and come into conflict with the 
existing and more static property relations. Since the modes of 
production always get their way. the conflict can be resolved only 
by the creation of a new set of property relations appropriate to 
the new modes of production, and thus a new dialectical synthesis 
is achieved. This has happened several times in the past, and 

in broad outlines we can designate the Asiatic, the ancient, 
the feudal, and the modern bourgeois modes of production 
as so many epochs in the progress of the economic formation 
of society.* 

Third, the historical conflict expresses itself in practice in the 
form of a class struggle, so that the ‘history of all hitherto existing 
society is the history of class struggles.' Marx thought he discerned 
in capitalism the last and greatest class struggle of all: a final 
polarization of society is held to be taking place into two ever 
more sharply opposed classes, the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. 
His economic theory fits in neatly here, to show how and why this 
polarization inevitably occurs. 

Fourth, after a time the class struggle becomes intolerable. As 
capitalism ripens, with the proletariat becoming steadily poorer 
and more numerous, and the bourgeois class becoming richer and 
fewer, the conflict will end with the revolutionary overthrow of 
the bourgeoisie by the victorious proletariat. 

Fifth and finally, after a short transition stage, the dictatorship 
of the proletariat — during which the proletariat consolidates its 
victory — there will dawn the era of the classless society and the 
state will ‘wither away.' The process will eventually extend 
throughout the whole world, and when this has occurred the epochs 
of class history will be over and done with: 

In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class 
antagonisms, we shall have an association in which the free 

4. Marx. Selected Works, 1942. 1. 357. 
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development of each is the condition for the free development 
of all.® 

Two general comments may be made before taking up the argu¬ 
ment in detail. In the first place, Marx professed to explain much 
more than the workings of capitalist society; his theory is an ambi¬ 
tious explanation of all history. Lying behind this is the assump¬ 
tion that history inevitably proceeds from lower to higher stages 
of development, and that it does so by its own inner laws. 

In the second place, it is worth recalling from Chapter i that 
Marx's theory of history is not the outcome of scientific investiga¬ 
tions, such as any student may repeat and, by scrutinizing the same 
evidence, come up with the same conclusions. Marx did not prove 
his theory, but took from Hegel the formula of the dialectic, as¬ 
sumed from the beginning that it was true when translated 
roughly into economic terms, and gave it plausibility for history 
by an array of carefully selected facts. 

Yet the Marxist construction is an imaginative hypothesis, a 
bold simplification of the whole of mankind's complex history, 
and has a great appeal to Marxists and non-Marxists alike. For 
that reason it must not be dismissed offhandedly, but must be 
treated instead as a working hypothesis and submitted to critical 
analysis and the evidence of the facts. To examine Marx's theory 
in that way is a tedious business, for it is easy to propound errone¬ 
ous theories but often a difficult and lengthy task to refute them. 
The question that must be put to the facts is this: do they confirm 
the existence of the Marxist dialectic pattern, at least in the sense 
that they are in harmony with it? If they are not, then obviously 
we must reject the theory. But if Marx's theory did fit the facts 
then it would not be unreasonable to hold it; although as a matter 
of logic a theory that is consistent with the facts is not thereby 
proved true, since some other theory might fit the facts equally 
well, or better. 

II 

Marx's argument may be developed as follows. Man is not a 
mere product of heredity, with a constant human nature, but is 
5. Communist Manifesto. 
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what he is largely because of his social heritage. What in turn has 
shaped the social environment of which man is a product? The 
answer, as a first approximation, is the economic foundation of so¬ 
ciety. The economic foundation also provides the clue to historical 
change, and may thus be regarded as the independent variable, so 
that self-induced, spontaneous economic changes are the dynamic 
of history. In short, the economic basis is what really counts, the 
rest is merely froth and bubble on the stream of history. 

Can the phrase 'economic foundation' be given some precise 
content? Marx's reply is that man must eat to live, and his basic 
activity is thus the production or procuring of his means of sub¬ 
sistence. Marx here selected one of man's wants, the need for food, 
and made it the basis for his theory. The procedure of taking one 
element in man's make-up and basing an entire system upon it 
has been a common practice in the history of thought. Aristotle 
builds upon the fact that man is a social animal, St. Paul and 
Calvin upon man's sinfulness, Hobbes upon the overwhelming 
desire for security, and the economist upon man's acquisitiveness; 
the last is not far from Helvetius, who argued that man’s vices 
and lusts are the mainsprings of progress.® To assert the biological 
truism that man must eat to live, this of itself explains nothing 
about man's varied history. Marx at least saw and avoided the 
worst pitfalls of this kind of explanation, by concentrating atten¬ 
tion not upon the constant biological need but upon the varying 
economic and social expression of the need. 

The processes or modes of production by which man secures his 
livelihood, and which constitute the economic foundation of every 
society, are said to be composed of three sets of factors: 

The first is the natural resources available. The mere mention 
of these raises a difficulty, since physical resources have been much 
the same for any given place for long periods of history during 
which tremendous social changes have occurred. But in a more 
meaningful sense they have not been the same, for the availability 

6. Engels did indeed argue that greed and the lust for power are *the levers 
of historical development.’ Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 447. In German Ideology 
Marx and Engels wrote: '[Men] begin to differentiate themselves from animals 
as soon as they begin to produce their means of subsistence . . Handbook, 
p. 211. Engels discoursed, without saying very much, ‘On the part played by 
Labour in the transition from ape to man.' Selected Works, 1951, ii, pp. 74!!. 
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of materials and resources depends more than anything else upon 
man’s knowledge, especially on his scientific or technical knowl¬ 
edge. The resources available to the modern American, for in¬ 
stance, are vastly more numerous and varied than those available 
to the Red Indian who inhabited the same physical terrain. Marx, 
however, did not explain how the growth of man’s knowledge 
comes about — it is something that was taken for granted, as emerg¬ 
ing more or less automatically from the activities of production. 

The second factor is the techniques of production, the tools and 
instruments used. Here the same difficulty applies as in the case 
of the resources, for the nature of the tools used depends largely 
upon knowledge. Marx treated this in the same way and took as 
given the fact that technological improvements occur. Emphasis 
upon tools and inventions alone leads to a purely technological 
interpretation of history and although there are glimpses of some¬ 
thing suspiciously near this in Marx, on the whole he avoided it. 
Nor did he accept an explanation based on climate or geography, 
since these are relatively constant factors and cannot therefore ex¬ 
plain the more rapid social changes, and, in addition, such an 
explanation would contradict his theory by subordinating the eco¬ 
nomic to the physical as the prime mover in history. 

The third factor is less clear, and w^as sometimes omitted by 
Marx: how the work of production is organized. By this he meant 
man’s working relations with his fellows — for example, whether 
he works alone or in a family unit, or as a member of a guild, or 
whether there is division of labor in factories. It may be taken to 
mean one or both of the following: (a) the forms of work organiza¬ 
tion, which are in such close relation to technology that they are 
determined by the materials and tools used, or (b) simply the labor 
applied to the resources and tools. Engels counted even ‘race’ as 
an element in the modes of production. 

Since the modes of production are at the very root of the theory, 
unless Marxists are clear on what they mean by them the rest of 
the theory is bound to suffer from vagueness and confusion. Any 
critical reading of Marxist literature shows that the meaning of 
this key phrase is seldom definite or constant, but changes accord¬ 
ing to the context so that Marxists, like Humpty Dumpty, make 
the words mean whatever they choose. This shifting of the ground 
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of argument puts any critic at a great disadvantage, and also stirs 
the suspicion that Marx’s theory was not clear even in his own 
mind. 

Marx himself summarized his theory thus: ‘the mode of produc¬ 
tion in material life determines the social, political and intellectual 
life processes in general’; and speaking of production, said ‘this 
one historical fact is the fundamental determinant of all history.’ 
At times he listed the three ingredients as purposive labor activity, 
subject matter (materials), and the instruments. Sometimes, how¬ 
ever, the meaning was broadened to include the methods of ex¬ 
change and the means of transport, which vary according to 
whether production is for one’s own needs or for the market.^ 
Marx can be regarded as listing what are called in economics the 
factors of production. Whereas these have usually been given as 
land, labor, capital (sometimes with entrepreneurship added), 
Marx gives them as resources, techniques, and labor. He ignored 
the entrepreneurial function, and seemed usually to include capital 
among materials. 

Stalin defined the modes of production in a rather different way, 
as (a) the instruments or tools of production, (b) people, and (c) 
labor skill, and said that they might all be summed up as the rela¬ 
tions of man to nature.^ 

The greatest ambiguity of all in this essential phrase has already 
been mentioned: where are we to put knowledge, science, tech¬ 
nology, labor skills — among the modes of production or in the 
superstructure? If we put them among the former as they ought 
to be, and as Marx sometimes put them, since scientific knowledge 
is obviously one of the forces of production, then the unique point 
of Marxist theory disappears. Marx’s fundamental law may then 
be reduced to the statement that history is made by mankind work¬ 
ing with nature. However true this may be, it is certainly not what 
Marxists usually think they mean. On the other hand, to put 
science in the strictly determined superstructure, as Marx and 
Engels sometimes put it, ignores the truth that the materials and 

7. Selected Works, 1948, i, p. 357; Capitol (Everyman's), i, p. 170. Cf. also 

T. A. Jackson, op, cit. p. 215; and V. Venable, Human Nature: The Marxian 
View, New York, 1945, pp. 88ff. -f' 

8. Leninism, p. 421. 
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tools depend for the most part on knowledge.® The very founda¬ 
tion of the Marxist theory is sapped by this uncertainty, and hence 
Marxism can mean different things to different people, just as it 
meant different things to Marx himself at different times. Most 
expositions of Marx are thus forced to make his theories appear 
more consistent and intelligible than they really were. 

Now the modes of production as an independent variable, how¬ 
ever they may be defined, clearly constitute not a single factor but 
a complex of factors. Can the origin of change be narrowed down 
a little further, or do all three (if there are only three) of the com¬ 
ponents in the modes of production change simultaneously? Most 
of the time Marx seemed scarcely to concern himself about where 
within the modes of production the initial changes take place. 
Stalin was more definite: while noting that other features such 
as the geographic environment are important, he found they were 
not ‘determining,’ but that within the productive forces the 
changes occur in the first place in the instruments of production. 
He then went on to give a purely technological account of history, 
showing in a grossly simplified and almost certainly inaccurate 
schema how the supposedly four hitherto existing types of social 
structure — primitive, slavery, feudal, bourgeois — correspond to 
the development of the tools or instruments used.*® The fifth and 
final form is to be the classless society, after which changes in tech¬ 
nology will not presumably lead to any changes in the social struc¬ 
ture. 

This kind of speculation has a certain limited usefulness if care¬ 
fully applied by the archaeologist, but it is not possible to grant 
that only four types of social structure have up to now existed. Nor 
is civilization described merely by describing its tools, since this 
leaves out all the interesting and vital variations between the 
many civilizations that have existed at the same level of produc¬ 
tive techniques. Not only does an emphasis on tools fail to give any 
invariable law of historical change, but also it is not easy to recon¬ 
cile a purely technological interpretation of history with the more 
usual Marxist analysis. 


9. C£. Selected Correspondence, p. 517. 

10. Leninism, pp. 421-9. 
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In the end, then, it comes to this: the forces of production, never 
clearly defined, are said to determine both the course of history 
and the entire superstructure of society. In no sense is this an 
ultimate explanation, since how changes occur in the independent 
variable is as much a mystery as ever. But since the weary mind 
must somewhere come to rest, Marx took his stand upon spontane¬ 
ous changes in the elusive modes of production. They are the 
mysterious self-supported tortoise holding up society and carry¬ 
ing history along on its back. Taking for granted a change in the 
independent variable, Marxism then consists in showing — more 
often in merely asserting — that history and society are shaped 
by a change occurring anywhere with the complex of factors that 
comprise the modes of production. 

Ill 

Historical change is said to come about, then, because of an 
alteration occurring first in the vaguely defined modes or methods 
of production. But just how does an initial change exercise its 
effect in diverting the course of history? 

To try to trace the sequence of events we must recall that, in 
Marx's view, to any particular set of the modes of production there 
correspond appropriate property relations: ‘relations of produc¬ 
tion correspond to a different stage of development of material 
forces of production.' The modes of production may be regarded 
as mainly technological and expressive of the relations of man with 
nature; yet production is at the same time a social affair and there¬ 
fore brings man into relation with man; and of these social rela¬ 
tions Marx considered almost exclusively that based on property. 
Stalin apparently believed that all social relations may be divided 
into three types — mutual, exploitive, and transitional.^^ The 
property relations are in short a matter of ownership of the tools 
and other means of production. Ownership is of great importance 
to Marx's theory, since it was here as well as in the productive tech¬ 
niques that he located the difference between capitalism and 
preceding societies (although private ownership of the means of 
production did not come into the world for the first time with 

11. Loc. cit. 
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capitalism). The property relations of ownership are said to deter¬ 
mine the distribution of the social product as income, and hence 
the entire social structure. 

The relationship between the modes of production and the 
property relations, or ‘conditions* of production, is often obscure 
in Marx. If the modes alone form the economic foundation or 
substructure we may ask the question: can two different social 
systems exist with substantially the same modes of production? 
The answer would seem to be yes, if the modes are defined as 
mainly technology, as they usually are. Despite similar techniques 
of production, slave societies have varied widely; serfdom in Russia 
was greatly different from serfdom in western Europe, and slavery 
and serfdom themselves, although quite different social systems, 
displayed sometimes no great differences in production techniques. 
It is impossible to point out any changing techniques of produc¬ 
tion which by a dialectical conflict with the property relations 
brought about the change from Roman slavery to Western feudal¬ 
ism. Similarly today, Soviet society and Western society rest upon 
almost identical modes of production, at least on their technical 
side. The conveyor belt is mass production wherever it may be 
found. The Marxist would doubtless comment here that the prop¬ 
erty relations in the Western world are unstable and transitional 
and are bound to fall into the Soviet pattern in time. In due course, 
he would say, the modes of production must determine the prop¬ 
erty relations. This may or may not prove to be true for the future, 
but the experience of the past gives no plain proof that such a 
determinate relationship exists. 

In any case, the Marxist reply quite distorts the order of events. 
In the Soviet Union there was no prior industrial and technologi¬ 
cal development which forced public ownership upon the authori¬ 
ties. It was exactly the other way around: political power was 
seized by the Bolshevik Party, which abolished private ownership 
of such industry as existed, and then proceeded deliberately to in¬ 
dustrialize and modernize a backward peasant economy. The Soviet 
Union thus aCEords only evidence against the Marxist thesis of 
economic and technological development determining the prop¬ 
erty (ownership) relations. 

There is much obscurity in these ‘relations of production* which 



THE ECONOMIC INTERPRETATION OF HISTORY 


73 


are so vital to Marx's theory, and the more Marx wrote about 
them, the more he obscured his meaning, if indeed he ever knew 
what he meant by the phrase. Some social relations of production 
are fairly clear. A factory is organized in a certain way: there are 
managers, foremen, skilled and unskilled laborers. Each person 
has his task in the division of labor, and the tasks will change as 
the factory changes its machinery or its product. There is no con¬ 
flict between methods of production and these particular social 
relations, since the latter are always adapted to the technology. 

Social relations of production, in another sense, may be legal 
relations. Thus the factory may be owned by the state, by con¬ 
sumer co-operatives, by a trade union, by a single entrepreneur, by 
a number of scattered shareholders, or in other ways. But as we 
have seen, the techniques or methods of production do not neces¬ 
sarily determine the legal forms of ownership. Marx could give his 
theory plausibility by confusing social relations, as in a factory, 
with property relations, which are not properly speaking economic 
at all, but legal. 

It is now time to express the theory in dialectical terms — which 
by strict Marxist theory is the only way it ought to be expressed. 
In order that there should be any parallel with the Hegelian 
dialectic, or with the Marxist dialectic applied to nature, the oper¬ 
ative conflict should be found wholly within the economic founda¬ 
tion. How economic forces conflict and synthesize, and thus make 
history, is what Marx set out to demonstrate. But this is not what 
he puts before us. 

As soon as we begin to study Marx we are at once struck by 
the fact that he applied the terms of the dialectic to history in 
several different ways. There is something of the same vagueness 
and straining of language that were noted in (Chapter 2 whenever 
the dialectic was applied to nature. Thus, he spoke of wealth and 
the proletariat, or of poverty and private property, as antithesis; 
or of the conflict between the economic foundation and the whole 
of the superstructure. But in the main it appears that the really 
operative conflict was taken to be that between methods of produc¬ 
tion and property relations. In the case of capitalism, the forces 
of production conflict with private ownership. In Marx's own 
words: ‘the modern productive forces and the bourgeois produc- 



74 


INTRODUCTION TO MARXIST THEORY 


tive [legal] forms come into collision with one another.' Later 
Marxists such as Stalin put the matter in substantially the same 
words. This, then, is the core of Marxism — the great dialectical 
contradiction which is counted upon to bring about the downfall 
of capitalism. Although it is a wholly different theory from the 
inverted Hegelianism with w^hich Marx started, it is intelligible, 
and certainly what Marx most often adhered to. 

One objection to it is this: how much do such abstractions as 
forces, forms, and relations actually conflict? They are not like the 
forces of wind and tide found in nature, since all social forces 
must act through the medium of persons. Marx's reply was that 
they act through social classes, through the medium of the class 
struggle. May not the human agent fail to respond automatically 
and so alter the conflict and its outcome? Marx hardly considered 
this objection at all. (Fuller treatment of the class-struggle theory 
is undertaken in Chapter 4.) 

A second objection arises from an additional meaning that is 
given to modes of production. Normally this phrase is used to 
cover techniques of production but sometimes the meaning is that 
of productive potential, or capacity for output, and even in some 
cases the output itself. Engels approached this when he said, ‘the 
expansion of the market cannot keep pace with the expansion of 
production . . .' and spoke of ‘the mode of production rebelling 
against the mode of exchange,' as in the slump stage of the trade 
cycle, expressing some mystification about how recovery from a 
slump could occur .^3 All that the famous dialectical conflict comes 
down to for many Marxists is that under capitalism all productive 
equipment is not used to full capacity at all times, notably in times 
of trade depression. Marxist scientists think of the conflict in much 
the same terms, so that science is said to be ‘frustrated' because 
every one of its countless inventions is not put to use immediately, 
regaidless of capital requirements, priorities, obsolescence, or any 
of the other difficulties which any kind of economic system must 
meet and deal with.^* 

12. Selected Works, 1942, ii, p. 299. M. Beer, in The Life and Teaching of 
Karl Marx, London, 1929, p. 23, put it rather differently: the thesis is private 
property, the antithesis is capitalism, and the synthesis is common ownership. 

13. Selected Works, 1942, i, pp. 175, 188. Selected Correspondence, p. 116. 

14. Hall, Soddy, Bernal, et al.. The Frustration of Science, London, 1935. 
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Marx was equally indefinite when he was discussing the deriva¬ 
tion of the whole social superstructure of society from the eco¬ 
nomic foundation. At times, for instance, he put the property rela¬ 
tions in the basement with the economic foundation; at other 
times in the attic with the rest of the superstructure; and at still 
others he envisaged them as separate connecting links, as when 
he noted the three ‘levels* in society — productive forces, produc¬ 
tive relations, and ideologies. The latter observation is a shrewd 
one, and can almost be equated with the sociologist's classification 
of society into the technological basis, the social arrangements and 
organization, and the cultural life. Unfortunately for Marxism, 
however, this threefold classification does not fit into a dialectical 
pattern. 


IV 

To give a precise meaning to the word ‘economic* is seldom 
easy. Marx made his attempt to do so impossibly difficult because 
he did not even keep to a fixed meaning. 

Given the economic foundation, with or without property rela¬ 
tions, what is meant by the key word determines in Marx's axiom 
that the economic foundation determines the superstructure of 
society and the course of history? If it is taken in its ordinary sense, 
then Marx was an economic determinist, hotly as Marxists may 
deny it. Without economic determinism no Marxist law of neces¬ 
sity can be found in history. The point is of crucial importance to 
Marxism and must therefore be further scrutinized. 

Do the methods of production actually determine the course 
of history and all the way of life of society, whether dialectically 
or otherwise? If this question is put directly, Marxism answers 
both yes and no. Instances have already been given to confirm the 
strict determinist view of institutions as that held by both Marx 
and Engels, the former going so far as to write of religion as ‘but 
the reflections of the real world.* And by ‘real* in this context 
Engels meant the world of economic forces. 

If Marx were right, then to one economic foundation there 

15. Capital, 1, p. 54; and Engels, Handbook, p. 299. 
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would correspond one religion, which would be replaced as the 
economic foundation changed. To make a plausible case Marxists 
often assert that Roman Catholicism corresponds to feudalism, 
Protestantism to capitalism. But to what should we equate the 
Jewish, the Islamic, the Buddhist, and other faiths? How account 
for the fact that Roman Catholicism has flourished on all three 
of the methods of production which Marxists designate? Or that 
Protestantism should begin, and thrive, in semi-feudal Germany? 
Or that when France and some other countries became capitalist 
they did not become Protestant? 

The Marxist often makes a fetish of this derivation from the 
economic, in the same way that a dogmatic Freudian might re¬ 
duce everything to the sex impulse, or another person might try 
to deduce all a nation's culture from its climate or geography. In 
each case the mistake is made of riding too hard the hobby-horse 
of a one-factor explanation, or giving a too intensive application 
of an often useful and suggestive line of thought. Newton's laws, 
we are told, were demanded by the economic needs of the seven¬ 
teenth century and so they were thereupon discovered. Plekhanov 
argued that in primitive society art is directly influenced by the 
prevalent techniques of production, as when the Bushmen of 
Australia imitate in their dancing their methods of hunting and 
food-gathering,^® There is some broad truth in this; it would be 
remarkable if art were not influenced by methods of food-getting 
in primitive society. But influence is one thing, strict determinism 
is another; and as a culture becomes more complex, even the 
influence of the means of producing food becomes more remote 
and uncertain. How explain the minuet in eighteenth-century 
France? The strangely unhelpful answer given by Plekhanov was 
that, since France was a class society, the minuet ‘expressed the 
psychology of a non-productive class,' and ‘thus the economic is 
still predominant.' The low stage of development of the Red In¬ 
dians in North America he accounted for by the absence of animals 
capable of being domesticated — a dubious proposition, which, 
even if it were true, is a very odd version of Marxism.^^ Plekhanov 

16. Fundamental Problems of Marxism, pp. 6iff. 

17. Ibid. 
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and Marx seemed to imagine there was something uniquely Marx¬ 
ist about the fact that the invention of a new firearm modifies the 
art of war. 

There are some Marxists who cannot see a flapper use her 

lipstick without producing pat an explanation of her conduct 

in terms of the powers of production and the class struggle.^* 

On the other hand, Engels in his old age was avare of the un- 
tenability of the extreme view, and several times warned against 
the possibility of exaggerating the importance of the economic 
element. ‘Marx and I,' he wrote, ‘are ourselves partly to blame for 
the fact that younger writers sometimes lay more stress on the eco¬ 
nomic side than is due it,' and he also spoke of ‘the most wonderful 
rubbish produced by recent Marxists,' and said that ‘it would 
surely be pedantic to try and find economic causes for all this 
primitive nonsense [i.e. primitive religion].' Similarly, a con¬ 
temporary Marxist takes Plekhanov to task for his determinism by 
denouncing him as ‘a polemical vulgarizer,' ‘a dangerous distorter' 
whose work is ‘riddled with mechanist fallacies.' 

So we have an apparent retreat from the earlier strict deter¬ 
minism, a denial that the economic is the sole determining factor 
— whatever that may mean — and are told that only ‘ultimately,' 
‘basically,' ‘on the whole,' or ‘in the last instance* does the eco¬ 
nomic foundation determine the superstructure and the course 
of history. There is a frequent use of such vague terms in Marxist 
literature. 

There is no way of telling what ‘ultimately' means; does it refer 
to underlying motives, or is it last in terms of time? Either other 
influences and forces play their part in shaping society and history 
or they do not, and, if they do, there is no determinism — dialecti¬ 
cal or any other variety — by the single economic factor. At the 
very least ‘in the last instance' means that the causal or functional 
relationship between the economic and the rest may be indirect 
and complex, uncertain, often not measurable or even discernible. 

18. G. D. H. Cole, The Meaning of Marxism, London, 1950, p. 48. 

19. Selected Correspondence, pp. 477, 48s. 

so. Jack Lindsay, op. dt. pp. 185-7. 



INTRODUCTION TO MARXIST THEORY 


78 

If that is the case, then iron laws must dwindle into tendencies. 
It is often useful to have such statements of tendencies (as in the 
Malthusian theory), providing we do not claim too much for them, 
and providing we also recognize other, and often conflicting, tend¬ 
encies. But a tendency is too inconclusive to serve as a guide for 
safe prediction and gives no rule of necessity in society or history — 
a familiar fact which is the despair of every social scientist. 

In brief, as w^e may see from the later writings of Engels, com¬ 
mon sense keeps breaking in, and although this makes Marx's 
theory more realistic and subtle, it also dilutes it until all sense 
of rigid law vanishes and we are left with conditional and tentative 
statements. 

Many makers of theories have, in their more considered after¬ 
thoughts, modified or even contradicted their first exuberant 
theses. Charles Beard gave the impression in his early book. An 
Economic Interpretation of the Constitution, that the interests of 
the men of property (i.e. roughly economic causes) were all that 
mattered in 1789 in the shaping of the United States Constitution, 
but later he came to allow for other influences as well. Both Marx 
and Engels, however, in spite of some later toning down of eco¬ 
nomic influences, always came back to the determining nature 
of the methods of production, and argued: (a) although on the 
surface other influences seem to count, yet underneath it is the 
economic that is really effective; and (b) these other influences — 
legal, political, cultural, and so on — may possibly have weight 
if they are moving in the same direction as the economic forces, 
but they cannot avail if they go against the stream.^^ 

Sometimes we are told to dismiss the causal relation. Marxists 
despise cause and effect; it is 'mechanical,’ or an abstraction — a 
curious criticism in a system that employs such an abstraction as 
the dialectic. We are invited instead to think of the relation as one 
where the ideology 'tends to reflect' the economic conditions. Again 
this is too broad, and reduces the economic to merely one among 
a number of influences. We are never given an explanation of how 
it comes about that with the same kind of methods of production 
quite different ideologies may flourish, or how the economic forces 


21. Engels, Handbook, p. 277. 
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give rise to systems of ideas. Engels, for instance, noted vaguely 
that juridical, philosophical, and religious ideas may be *the more 
or less remote offshoots of the economic relations prevailing in a 
given society.' ** (My italics.) 

Moreover, if the causal relation is ignored, there remains the 
logical difficulty of whether a dialectical interaction may not give 
a quite unpredictable synthesis. As noted in Chapter 2, such a re¬ 
sult is logically quite in accordance with the dialectic but makes 
nonsense of the claim that the result of the interaction can be 
predicted. It is hard to see how one can predict a novelty. 

This unresolved dualism, this attempt to have the best of both 
worlds of strict determinism and free will, which was found in 
Marx’s account of the relation between mind and matter, between 
economic self-interest and other motives, lies here too, at the 
very center of the Marxist theory of history: how much impor¬ 
tance is to be attributed to the loosely defined economic founda¬ 
tion and how much to the elements in the superstructure, includ¬ 
ing the power of ideas? Engels several times warned against ignor¬ 
ing the interaction of factors, and allowed that political power 
and law react back upon the economic ‘to a considerable extent'; 
and Stalin noted that ideas are ‘significant and important.' ** But 
this is merely to state the obvious and, in deriving an iron law of 
history and society, it is ignored in favor of the overriding influ¬ 
ence of the economic. After all, it was upon what he believed to 
be purely economic forces, as expressed in the class struggle, that 
Marx relied for a guarantee of the collapse of capitalism. 

Nowadays the world is well aware of the power of ideas to influ¬ 
ence conduct, especially when the ideas are summed up in a con¬ 
stantly publicized slogan or symbol. The whole art of propaganda 
and advertising is based upon such knowledge and techniques. 
Hitler was able to move masses of men to action by an astute 
manipulation of propaganda. Marxists, too, are fully preoccupied 
with ideas, as shown by their attacks upon 'false' concepts, errors, 
deviations, and so on; by the importance they attach to propa¬ 
ganda within the Soviet Union, and by their care to shield the 
Soviet masses from contact with disturbing ideas from the outside 

ss. Selected Works, 1942, i» p. 415* 

23. Leninism, p. 417. 
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world. Marxist actions thus plainly belie the determinist theory 
of history which they persist in asserting. 

When they are forced back from the untenable view of a strict 
determination of the rest of society by the methods of production, 
Marxists often end up in a tautology. By widening the methods 
of production to mean the ‘material conditions of life/ and by in¬ 
cluding in the latter the methods of production, transport, owner¬ 
ship, income-distribution, and the whole complex of economic and 
social life, and by allowing as well for the interaction of ideas and 
the influence of man, the argument comes down to this: society, 
or history, is determined by everything in it. In his early work, 
The Holy Family, Marx wrote in precisely that vein: ‘History is 
nothing but the activity of man in pursuit of his ends.' 

V 

When stated in the extreme form of the primacy of productive 
forces and the purely derivative nature of the rest of society, the 
Marxist thesis has, without question, been pushed beyond its 
proper limits. Yet something of value remains and it is important 
to notice this if we are to understand the appeal of Marxism, and 
its effect upon the world of ideas. The remainder of this chapter 
will assess those elements of partial truth in Marx's theory of his¬ 
tory. 

First, then, despite the exuberant distortions of Marxists, it is 
perhaps to Marx more than to any other person that we owe today 
our commonplace acceptance of the fact that economic influences 
extend in many devious ways throughout society. So important 
and well recognized is the clue of the ‘economic' (including sec¬ 
tional interests, technology, transport, materials, trade routes, the 
distribution of wealth, et cetera) that Plekhanov was largely right 
when he said that people ‘act as materialists [i.e. realists] in their 
historical researches' and that ‘bourgeois historians and sociologists 
explain things in terms of the Marxist outlook.' By following 
the clue of economic changes we can often see more clearly the 
problems and questions that confronted our ancestors at different 
times. In tracing the decline of feudalism, for instance, one must 
24. Plekhanov, op. cit. pp. 59!!. 
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take into account the repercussions of such broad economic changes 
as the growth of trade and medieval towns. Similarly, attention to 
the economic changes taking place enlightens our understanding 
of the Renaissance, the rise of the modern nation-state, the Ameri¬ 
can Revolution, the settlement of western Canada, and many other 
historical processes. It does not always work so well as in the ex¬ 
amples just given, and by itself is rarely, if ever, sufficient. Never¬ 
theless the concept is a penetrating one, and our understanding 
of historical change is enlarged by it. Non-Marxists as well as 
Marxists have spoken of the sense of enlightenment which it 
brings. It is the concept of economic history, and when all the rest 
of Marx’s theory is forgotten he may well be remembered because 
he deepened and enlarged our sense of history. 

In the same way, a consideration of the economic forces at work 
also throws a flood of light upon the institutions and ideas associ¬ 
ated with modern democracy. Even a cursory glance at legislation, 
everyday customs, business practices, and the platforms of political 
parties will show them to be closely related to the facts of indus¬ 
trialism, mass production, and a mixture of private and public 
ownership. Indeed, if the elements in the superstructure are to 
have any relation to everyday life at all they must be related to 
one another and to the way in which the economy of the country 
is carried on. 

Marx was thus astute enough in saying that if we want to under¬ 
stand an epoch, then to look no further than the ‘ideology’ (in the 
Marxist sense of the word) is like judging a person by what he 
thinks of himself. Such a concession is dangerous for the Marxist 
case, however, since if the ideology is a mere reflection of the eco¬ 
nomic, then we certainly ought to be able to deduce a true picture 
of society from the ideology alone. It is perhaps because he noticed 
this discrepancy that Lenin remarked that social consciousness 
gives only ‘an approximate copy' of social being. 

By ‘ideology’ Marxists usually mean the set of ideas and values 
put forward by a class in defense of its economic interest; while 
the real reason, the furthering of the interest itself, remains below 
the conscious level. In Engels' words: ‘The real motives impelling 
him [the thinker] remain unknown to him, otherwise it would 
not be an ideological process at all.' Rationalization is the modern 
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equivalent of this usage. Lenin used the word ideologist in a differ¬ 
ent sense, as 'theoretician' or ‘conscious leader.' ** 

More commonly today, however — and this is perhaps the best 
meaning — the word means almost the same thing as a creed, that 
is, a system of beliefs corresponding to and supporting a certain 
type of conduct or institution, as in the ideology of Fascism, of 
capitalism, or of democracy. 

Even if economic influences alone are taken into account, any 
existing ideology is a compound of ‘reflections' of both past and 
present economic factors. The American ideology of the present 
day, for instance, forms a rich mixture of many ingredients includ¬ 
ing those based upon (a) the conditions of economic life in the 
nineteenth century and earlier, upon small-scale and competitive 
industry, the dominance of agriculture, and the western frontier; 
and (b) the different twentieth-century economic order with its 
mass production, trust busting, the New Deal, T.V.A., the Em¬ 
ployment Act of 1946, the relative decline of agriculture, the rise 
of organized labor, military preparedness, and a lengthening list 
of similar factors. If an ideology ‘reflects' the economy at all, it is 
much more like a photographic negative on which a number of 
images have been superimposed, so that the picture is blurred and 
not closely like any single object in the real world. 

It is equally true that any ideology is much more a reaction to 
the whole environment, including geography, climate, and the 
forces of nature; the facts of life and death; the historical tradition 
(which Engels, like Henry Ford, called ‘bunk'), the cultural in¬ 
heritance of religion, philosophy, literature, and so on. In the 
impressive body of modern law, for example, some of its content 
is clearly recent, while some of it derives from Roman law, and 
incorporates elements picked up along the centuries. The Greeks 
and Romans had almost every possible form of government and 
religion, resting upon the same kind of modes of production. The 
greater a philosophy or work of art, the less it is dated by being 
relevant only to one particular period; Greek philosophy, drama, 
and sculpture are ‘not of an age, but for all time.' Engels himself 
had an inkling of this when he gave the entire Marxist case away 

25. Engels, Selected Correspondence, p. 511. Lenin, The Iskra Period, New 
York, 193*, I, p. 67. 



THE ECONOMIC INTERPRETATION OF HISTORY 


83 


by remarking that since ideas are the basis of philosophy, ‘eco¬ 
nomically backward countries can still play first fiddle in phi¬ 
losophy/ This sort of remark can only be regarded as an indirect 
defense of Hegel's dialectic and of German philosophy in general. 

Marx's point of a determinate ideology also begs the question 
whether there is, at any one time, a single dominant ideology 
forming a coherent system. Only in totalitarian societies is there 
likely to be a single ideology. The mental life of any free society 
seems to be a mosaic of ideologies or sets of beliefs. Perhaps we 
may sometimes be able to say of a given age that there is a certain 
unity or affinity of economic, social, artistic, philosophic, and other 
assumptions, all interacting, so that no one part can be understood 
without reference to every other part. It is in this sense perhaps 
that Hegel spoke of a State as a totality, or that we speak of the Age 
of Enlightment or the Victorian Age. Yet it is at the most a rough 
and oversimplified way of describing a culture, and the more one 
examines such an Age, the more diverse do the strands of thought 
appear, so that we begin to suspect that it is ourselves, with the 
advantages of hindsight, who impose unity upon a past historical 
period. And our suspicion is amply confirmed the more countries 
we examine of any particular period. 

VI 

Although men make their own history, it is largely from Marx 
that we have received the idea that they make it within limits at 
any given period. In Marx's words: 

Therefore mankind always sets itself only such tasks as it can 
solve; since looking at the matter more closely, we will always 
find that the task itself arises only when the material condi¬ 
tions necessary for its solution already exist or are at least in 
the process of formation.^^ 

There is much ambiguity in this: opinions obviously differ on 
what are the problems, or needs, of any one time, or whether they 
have been solved, or met; and Stalin carried it to an extreme 

s6. Selected Correspondence, p. 483. 

*7. Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 357. 
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which is certainly false when he said that new ideas arise only when 
new tasks are set for society. Yet what Marx has done — and he 
must be given credit for it — is to emphasize that the practical lim¬ 
its of any historical choice are set by, among other things, the tech¬ 
niques of production. 

Marxism gives no explanation of how or why the reformer or 
a new idea may arise. Thought is free, and may range the universe 
of both the real and the imaginary. Utopias widely different from 
the existing order may be constructed, although they will always 
bear traces of their origin. Despite this freedom of thought, some 
of the major problems and questions of an age are of general con¬ 
cern, and only some ideas and reforms are relevant. The others are 
barren of social results for the time being, although they may 
eventually come into their own when the material conditions of 
society have been changed appropriately. 

The history of science provides examples of this. Electricity was 
known to the Greeks, but merely as a toy, and its practical use had 
to wait upon a different set of circumstances and many other dis¬ 
coveries— for example, in metal-working. Much the same may be 
said of the principle of the steam engine. Social history, too, is rich 
in examples of relevant and irrelevant proposals for change. Hu¬ 
manitarians of ancient time urged the abolition of slavery, but were 
ineffectual so long as slave labor was regarded as necessary to the 
economy; the taking of interest was condemned by the church 
in the Middle Ages and yet was accepted when it became neces¬ 
sary for production and trade; education rapidly percolated to the 
masses when a skilled and literate working class was required to 
operate modern industry. 

A contemporary illustration of the same principle may be 
drawn from international politics. Many in the past have dreamed 
of world government, but until now there has been neither the 
technical means of easily administering such a government nor a 
sense of urgency powerful enough to compel the surrender of 
ancient prejudices and interests. With modern transport and com¬ 
munications available on the one hand, and the threat of scientific 
annihilation on the other, world government has today become 
possible and perhaps necessary if mankind is to survive. It does 
not follow, however, that world government or any other means 
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of maintaining world peace is inevitable. Even when faced with a 
commonly acknowledged problem mankind is not certain to solve 
it, Man is not altogether good or rational, and there are many 
signs that destruction may be preferred to drastic change. 

Engels sensed the historical irrelevance of some proposals for 
change when he ridiculed the view that ‘if Richard Coeur de Lion 
and Philip Augustus had introduced free trade instead of getting 
mixed up in the Crusades we should have been spared five hun¬ 
dred years of misery and stupidity.* ** His argument is merely a 
more roundabout way of saying that ideas usually get accepted 
only ‘when the time is ripe,* or when they fit into ‘the logic of 
events.’ It reminds us that great men in public affairs often earn 
their title to greatness not so much because of qualities of char¬ 
acter but because they see a little farther ahead than their con¬ 
temporaries and fit into their times by setting themselves at the 
head of powerful and expanding movements in society. It reminds 
us, too, that only in a certain type of social milieu will individual 
initiative flourish and innovations be welcomed. The argument 
here, however, goes much beyond the confines of Marxism and 
takes into account all the factors in the total social situation with¬ 
out limiting itself to the economic; nor is it as narrow and fatal¬ 
istic as Engels' view, borrowed from Hegel, that great men are 
merely the instruments of impersonal economic forces. 

A sense of the economic and social limits to our immediate 
action also reminds us that it is of little use to sigh for the past 
as Carlyle, William Morris, or Eric Gill did. We must accept the 
fact that the kind of society we want can only start by being a 
modification of the present, which we have inherited and with 
which we must work. We need not be unduly disturbed about this, 
since the choices before us are still wide and real. The area in which 
free decision may operate at any one moment may be circum¬ 
scribed, but small frequent shifts in direction can in time lead to 
quite different goals. Man is not traveling along a railway track 
from which he cannot stray, and which leads to a known destina¬ 
tion, but along a forest trail which he has to hew out for himself as 
he travels, and the direction of which he may choose according to 
the goals he sets for himself from time to time. 

28. Selected Correspondence, p. 512. 



86 


INTRODUCTION TO MARXIST THEORY 


VII 

When the absurd extremes of Marxism are discounted, there 
remains a useful reminder that man is shaped, as every sociologist 
well knows, by his social heritage as well as by his genetic heritage. 
A change of personal outlook is not in itself enough if we are to 
build a good society; the social environment must also be changed. 
Calling the individual sinner to repentance may be useful for his 
soul’s sake, but the reformers who concentrate on changing the 
environment at the same time are engaged in work that is usually 
more effective. It is no use to try, as the Buchmanites do, to reduce 
the problems of society to problems of personal reform only. 
Society, and not only the individual, must be adjusted: a proposi¬ 
tion that is surely obvious when we contemplate our present dis¬ 
tracted age. 

Again, the Marxist account of historical change appears even 
better than it actually is by contrast with other varieties on the 
market in Marx’s day. Marx’s explanation was to some extent a 
reaction against other views — such as the Great Men theory of 
history, or explanations in terms of the Divine Will, or of Chance 
and Fortune. The approach of the great Italian scholar Vico had 
been more realistic, but even he had shed little light when he 
classified history into three stages, savagery, barbarism, and civili¬ 
zation. Hegel’s version of history as the unfolding history of ideas 
(or of the Absolute Idea); Montesquieu’s theory of the relation of 
history to climate and racial habits; Comte’s metaphysical concept 
of ‘destiny’; explanations couched in terms of a search for political 
power or the influence of sea power upon history — none of these 
has approached the value of the Marxist account. Marx therefore 
may justly be regarded as overstating a fruitful hypothesis at a time 
when overstatement was needed to impress an age preoccupied 
with more fanciful and less satisfactory theories. 

Nor are Marx’s views as disastrous for mankind as the so-called 
‘racial’ theories which profess to trace everything to some mys¬ 
terious entity called ‘blood’ or ‘national character.’ And here for 
the good of our souls we should remember that it was not only the 
Nazis who turned their backs on sense and common humanity; 
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there are dangerous trends of the same kind of thought in every 
nation: in the Frenchman Gobineau, the Anglo-German Houston 
Chamberlain, or the American Madison Grant. Every time we fail 
to blush for instances of racial prejudice and mistreatment in Eng¬ 
land, the United States, Canada, or South Africa, we should recall 
that the road is a very short one from a hardened conscience to 
active support for an indigenous Hitler. 

Neither is a serious rival to Marxism to be found in some psy¬ 
chological theories which profess to explain the origin of institu¬ 
tions and their history by reference to so-called constant and fun¬ 
damental instincts of 'human nature.* Since all men are biologically 
alike and always have been, as far back as the records of history go, 
man’s unchanging nature is obviously not enough to explain his 
varied history. 

VIII 

To acknowledge that in Marx’s account of history there is an 
element of truth is one thing; to elevate it into the whole truth 
is another. The other side of the story is that men make their 
history; the economic limits, like all limits, whether set by physical 
nature or by our fixed ideas, merely say what cannof be done; and 
all limits, in time, are almost infinitely elastic. The one kind of 
economic foundation can support quite different superstructures; 
the foundation does not create the building or the type and quality 
of life which is lived inside it. To use a different figure of speech, 
the economic basis of society may be compared to a field which may 
be put to many different uses. The soil may be the basis, but in the 
same soil many kinds of trees and crops may be grown.^® 

Societies, too, may exist with the same techniques of production 
but with widely differing social and cultural patterns. We know, 
for example, that industrial society is not identical in all countries. 
It may be Catholic or Protestant or Jewish or Hindu; ruthless or 
humanitarian; a friend to democracy, civil liberties, and the pur¬ 
suit of truth, or as hostile as Soviet Russia or Franco’s Spain. In 
the same way, although it may be said that marriage and the family 

sg. Karl Federn, The Materialist Conception of History, London, 1939, p. 
100. 
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rest upon a biological foundation, the social institution of the 
family, the cultural superstructure, varies widely from one society 
to another. 

The obvious truth of all this might give some theoretical grounds 
for supposing that communism, like capitalism, may vary from 
one country to another. Stalin once said (in another context) that 
'everything depends on the condition, time and place.''*® That is 
to say, the nature of communist rule may depend upon whether 
communism comes gradually or suddenly, whether it is introduced 
into a backward country or into an industrialized state, whether 
among people firmly attached to the democratic tradition or among 
people to whom repression, arbitrary authority, and the secret 
police are accepted as normal features of the environment; and 
above all whether it comes under Soviet aegis or as an indigenous 
movement. This point has some practical relevance today, since 
there are already signs that Tito is trying to build a communist 
society in Yugoslavia that differs in some respects from the Moscow 
plan; and the same divergence might occur even in China some¬ 
day, if Soviet policy should repeat its Yugoslav blunder, and if 
Western policy should be flexible enough to take advantage of it. 
(It is only proper, however, to add that the communist countries 
have as yet given us little reason to believe that they can diverge 
far from the Russian model, or that any form of communism could 
be tolerable to anyone who deeply cherishes personal liberty.) 

All of which is to say that there is no determinism, dialectical 
or other, so long as men are not slot machines. Marx fell into an 
ancient error, and confused the notion of necessary conditions 
with prime or efficient cause. Windows may be essential for lighting 
a room, but they are not the sun or the cause of the light. Oppor¬ 
tunity is never the same thing as a determining cause. Even if we as¬ 
sume — and this is true only in the very short run — that methods 
of production must be taken as given, like the natural environ¬ 
ment, it is nevertheless the purposes man sets for himself and the 
response he makes to the circumstances that are the stuff of his¬ 
tory. In summary then, Marx has elevated an important and uni¬ 
versal aspect of all society — the economic, or how goods and 
services are produced — to the status of the aspect that is always 
30, Leninism, p. 411. 
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and everywhere dominant. Engels called the economic ‘a red 
thread' running through history. But history has as many red 
threads as we choose to select. 

IX 

Finally, it will be recalled from the discussion above that the 
dynamic of historical change is said by Marx to lie in the modes of 
production; but the property relations and the rest of the super¬ 
structure lag behind, confining and hampering the productive 
forces. The modes of production will have their way, and will burst 
the old property relations by violence, since ‘with the change of the 
economic foundation the entire immense superstructure is more or 
less rapidly transformed.' 

Now, if we strip all this of dialectical jargon and the notion of 
inevitability, and express it in a tentative fashion, there is again 
some truth here. The idea of a kind of cultural and social lag is a 
familiar and pregnant one, and the Marxist contention that ‘the 
fatal disease of capitalist culture is the divorce of theory from prac¬ 
tice' is only another way of expressing it. Technological and eco¬ 
nomic development may make some of our old ideas, institutions, 
and behavior irrelevant and even a hindrance to harmonious ad¬ 
justments. The material foundations of society change faster than 
our other institutions nowadays, and very much faster than our 
ways of thinking, whatever the reasons for this may be. There is 
also some evidence that the rate of scientific and economic change 
may be accelerating. We tend therefore to think in the old terms 
when faced with a new situation, as when France in 1939 prepared 
the Maginot Line for a war like that of 1914; or when in an in¬ 
dustrialized society we talk of American democracy in Jeffersonian 
concepts suitable only to a nation of self-sufficient farmers; or in 
a world which technology and the threat of destruction have made 
potentially one, we continue to wear the old national strait 
jackets. 

Modern science and technology set loose a flood of changes upon 
the world, more especially with the Industrial Revolution, and we 


31. Miirx, loc. cit. 
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have only partly learned how to control these disruptive influences. 
We are, as it were, like an African tribe which by contact with the 
outside world has lost the coherence of its tribal traditions, and 
has not yet adjusted itself to a different way of life. So evident is 
this cultural and social lag that a state of dynamic disequilibrium 
or disorganization’ is said to be characteristic of the age, and to 
present us with all our greatest problems. 

But there is a great difference between this modern sociological 
approach and the Marxist formula. One is empirical and causal, 
the other dialectical and mystifying. To Marx, man is the product 
of society and society in turn is the product of the methods of 
production. To the sociologist, man is still the product of society 
(genetic inheritance apart) but in society the technological, institu¬ 
tional, and cultural are all functionally interdependent. Changes 
may be initiated at any point, and non-economic factors react 
powerfully upon the rest. The outcome of the interaction of factors 
in a complex society is on the whole indeterminate, so that within 
wide limits the future is open.^^ 

We cannot rely upon intuition, or the ancient truths which time 
so often makes obsolete. A scientific study of man and society is 
the only way by which we may reach understanding of the processes 
at work, and so be in a position to control the direction in which 
we want them to go. If no control of the direction is undertaken, 
the outcome of certain ‘trends’ may perhaps be tentatively pre¬ 
dicted for a very short distance ahead. The Marxist formula is not, 
however, a tentative hypothesis to be tested and modified, and it 
includes much more than the concept of equilibrium and social 
lag. We are given something comparable to the laws of nature: 
the dialectical tendencies working implacably in history ‘with an 
iron necessity towards an inevitable goal.' The role of non¬ 
economic forces, especially of conscious political control, must be 
severely limited if any such necessity is to be found in history. When 
Marxists speak of the reciprocal interaction between man and cul- 

32. C£. G- Myrdal, An American Dilemma, New York, 1944, p. 78: Tn an 
inter-dcpendcnt system of dynamic causation there is no “primary cause” but 
everything is cause to everything else.* 

33. Marx, loc. cit. 
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ture, of the role of leadership, and of the power of old ideas to 
hamper and new ideas to promote the advancing economic forces, 
such concessions to realism deny the very economic determinism 
which is the unique feature of the Marxist theory of history. 

Marx offers no explanation of why a social or cultural lag should 
exist, and if economic determinism is true it should not occur. He 
merely took it for granted that private ownership which at one 
time favored economic and technological development somehow 
becomes a ‘fetter’ upon the forces of production at a later time. 
From that he went on to assume that peaceable adjustment was 
impossible, but that instead a class struggle was being generated 
which could end only in open class warfare. The next chapter is 
concerned with the Marxist theory of class struggle. 



The general tendency of capitalist production is 
not to raise, but to sink the average standard of 
wages. 

Poverty grows as the accumulation of capital grows. 
What the bourgeoisie therefore produces, above all, 
are its own grave-diggers. 

For almost forty years we have stressed the class 
struggle as the immediate driving force of history, 
and in particular the class struggle between the 
bourgeoisie and the proletariat, as the great lever 
of the modern social revolution; it is therefore im¬ 
possible for us to co-operate with people who wish 
to expunge this class struggle from the movement. 

Marx and Engels.^ 


4 

The Class Struggle 


I 

In the preceding chapter discussion was centered on the broad 
statement that economic forces determine the course of history. 
The discussion also covered the first two specific means by which, 
Marxism asserts, the economic forces work themselves out, namely: 

1. that the modes of production constitute the foundation which 
determines the property relations and the whole of the superstruc¬ 
ture; and 

2. that independent changes arising in the modes of production 
lead in time to a bursting of the old property relations and the 
creation of new property relations and superstructure. 

In treating these propositions we have at the same time tried to 

1. Marx, Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 337; Capital, i, p. 714; Communist Mani¬ 
festo; Engels, Selected Correspondence, p. 376. 
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appraise the elements of truth they contain. The third and fourth 
propositions must now be examined. These assert: 

3. that the dialectic has operated in history through the medium 
of the struggle of economic classes, and 

4. that under capitalism the class struggle is sharpening, and can 
end only in revolutionary victory for the proletariat, after which, 
in due course, there will follow the final synthesis of a communist 
society. 

Two preliminary points may be made. One is that the dialectic 
is expressed in two ways — as the modes of production conflicting 
with property relations, and as a conflict of classes. Now these two 
dialectical conflicts need not logically be the same, and Marxist 
theory makes no attempt to reconcile them. Sometimes one is 
asserted, sometimes the other, but more often it is merely taken 
for granted that they are identical, that is, that the class struggle 
is the human or social expression of the conflict of economic forces. 
To be more accurate, it is, or should be, the conflict of economic 
forces with legal forms. 

The second observation is that the class-struggle theory is not 
deducible from the earlier propositions; it is a quite separate as¬ 
sumption. It is logically possible that the shaping of history by 
economic forces, and even their dialectical expression, could have 
taken other forms, but Marx never doubted that the vehicle had 
been the class struggle. 

The idea of a class struggle did not, as we know, originate with 
Marx. Many people before him had recognized its existence and 
many non-Marxists today subscribe to a modified version of the 
idea, at least in its application to some countries. But only Marx 
made it the mainspring of history. The Communist Manifesto pro¬ 
claimed with great vigor that all history is the history of class 
struggles, and the truth of this was thereafter never called in 
question. 

Engels later on asserted that the class struggle was true only of 
‘all written history,’ and not of earlier primitive societies, which 
nineteenth-century anthropologists had recently informed him 
were communistic. The most notable of these anthropologists was 
L. H. Morgan, whose doctrines even today are held in high esteem 
by the Soviet orthodoxy. It is upon Morgan’s work, first published 
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in 1877 in his book Ancient Society, that Marxists base their un¬ 
shakable belief in a primitive communism, where all property was 
held in communal ownership and the proceeds were distributed 
according to need. The meaning of communism as merely com¬ 
mon ownership and sharing of income is an old one. It is the type 
of communism described in many utopias,, and is found today 
in some small religious communities, and (sometimes) within the 
family. 

In glancing back over the past Marx noted in the Manifesto that 
there had always been a number of classes: 

In ancient Rome we have patricians, knights, plebians, slaves; 
in the Middle Ages lords, vassals, guild-masters, journeymen, 
apprentices, serfs; in almost all of those classes, again, sub¬ 
ordinate gradations. 

He also recognized a number of classes in nineteenth-century 
France. How then could these complex class structures be fitted 
into the simple opposition of thesis and antithesis which the di¬ 
alectic requires? The answer is that all classes may be reduced to 
two: exploiting and exploited, ‘oppressor and oppressed.‘ But this 
easy division explains nothing and is obviously a forcing of the 
facts into a dialectical framework. There seems rarely to have been 
a simple one-to-one relation between technology and class lines. 
Sometimes a society with a simple technology has had a complex 
class structure, sometimes a simple class structure. 

Marx went on to make an incidental point of some interest. The 
class struggle has always ended, he wrote, ‘either in a revolutionary 
reconstruction of society at large, or in common ruin.’ The remark 
is vague, but it would seem to follow that complete ruin could 
logically be a successor to capitalism. Marx never again mentioned 
this possibility, however, but adhered steadfastly to the more op¬ 
timistic view, the inevitable victory of the proletariat. 

Since all history is viewed only as a series of class struggles, 
Marxists have ransacked the past to find examples of class war¬ 
fare. There is hardly a war that has not been recast as a struggle 
of classes, although it does not follow from Marx’s own premise that 
because economic changes are brought about through class strug¬ 
gle, therefore all wars have been class wars. It does not even follow 
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that the differences between classes must always show themselves 
in any kind of war. The trouble here for Marxism is, of course, that 
since all wars, of whatever kind — tribal, national, civil, religious 
— have had a definite influence, whether great or small, on sub¬ 
sequent events, then to admit that some wars are not class wars 
would come uncomfortably close to admitting that other things 
besides the class struggle have helped to shape the course of his¬ 
tory. Alternatively, Marxists sometimes admit the existence of 
non-class wars but dismiss them as irrelevant or‘of no historical 
significance, as, for example, the Wars of the Roses in England, 
and this gives the more subtle modern Marxist view that only the 
turning points, the points of change in history, have been marked 
by class wars. 

The interpretation of wars as examples of the class struggle 
sometimes works reasonably w^ell, sometimes badly, but more often 
not at all. One thinks readily of the rebellion of Spartacus or of 
the Peasants’ Revolt as possibly fair enough examples of class 
fighting, but no one would assert that these have been the com¬ 
monest types of w'ar, much less that they have been turning points 
in history, overthrowing one social order and setting up another 
in its place. They fade into insignificance by contrast with great 
imperial struggles such as the Punic Wars, which brought down 
the civilization of Carthage. Only by much distortion can one fit 
such events as the conquests of Alexander or the militant rise of 
Islam into the class-struggle pattern, or thus account for the Nor¬ 
man Conquest, the Hundred Years’ War, or the great medieval 
struggle of Papacy versus Empire. To talk of splits within the rul¬ 
ing class explains nothing dialectically. Historians have been able 
to give illuminating accounts of these great movements, on normal 
historical evidence, without reference to any dialectical class strug¬ 
gle. The evidence bears out what we might expect, that the grada¬ 
tion of classes has been one of harmony as well as antagonism, since, 
after all, economic interest may be furthered by co-operation as 
w^ell as by conflict; and when wars have occurred the divisions 
have, far more often than not, cut across class lines. 

The class struggle as the means by w^hich the dialectic has found 
social expression is a vital concept of Marxism. Sometimes, how¬ 
ever, this theory is laid aside in favor of the wider and more plau- 
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sible statement (examined in Chapter 3) that economic forces are 
dominant in history. Wars are thus sometimes explained by refer¬ 
ence to the class struggle and, since that is often impossible, some¬ 
times by wider reference to any kind of economic interest. In 
Marxism there are thus two explanations of wars, as of all historical 
change, the narrower basing itself on the class struggle, and the 
wider upon economic forces which may or may not take a class 
form. Lenin’s theory of imperialist wars, as we shall see later in 
this chapter, is a combination of both. 

The method in the wider economic approach, which distorts 
history rather less, is to look for the interests that benefited or 
hoped to benefit from the war, or to look at the consequences of 
the war, and then hold these up as the cause of the war. Its logic 
is like that of saying because the Marshall Plan was good for Amer¬ 
ican business, therefore this was the reason for the Plan. Such was 
in fact the communist line on the Marshall Plan, on all plans for 
aid to underdeveloped countries, on the Korean VV^ar, and so forth. 

The method singles out the economic aspect and makes it the 
controlling one. It is not difficult to do this, since war, like any¬ 
thing else, has its business or economic side; but one may also 
single out any other elements usually present in war, such as pa¬ 
triotism, ambition, frustration, or desire for national independ¬ 
ence or expansion. The Marxist contention denies the efficacy of 
all non-economic influences. If another factor seems to have been 
dominant in a war, say a religious issue, the Marxist case is that 
although the war was fought in religious terms, the masses and 
perhaps even the leaders were deluded, and the real cause was 
nevertheless economic; and in this way the Crusades and the reli¬ 
gious wars of the sixteenth century are stretched to provide ex¬ 
amples. 

Man does often rationalize his desires and finds good reasons 
for his actions, a fact we can appreciate much better than Marx, 
thanks to Freud’s excavations into the unconscious. But it is 
scarcely true that all wars are merely rationalizations of economic 
interest, that there is a cunning about economic forces which has 
somehow insured that they have had their way in history. Ration¬ 
alization is an extremely complex process, covering much more 
than economic or class interest; and even when all interests are 
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allowed for, it does not follow that systems of thought — religious, 
political, or whatever they may be — consist only or even mainly 
of rationalizations. Each case of alleged rationalization, particularly 
when it is said to constitute an ideology — say, as in the Crusades 
or in the later religious wars — must be examined on its merits, 
and not prejudged as in the Marxist formula. 

A more serious criticism arises. In every war, as in all historical 
events, a number of causes and forces have been at work, non¬ 
economic as well as economic. If two or more causes are present and 
necessary, then there is no 'primary* cause that was ‘determining*; 
and although no doubt an order of importance may be given in any 
one instance, the order will vary from case to case.^ It is as foolish 
to look for the cause of wars, as it is to look for the cause of disease. 
Both are complex phenomena, and social-science research, like 
medical research, can make headway only when it ceases to apply 
ready-made formulas, and begins to examine the factual evidence, 
while never forgetting the peculiar nature of social causation. 

When set up to account for all historical changes, the class- 
struggle explanation is even more noticeably lacking in conviction 
than the broader economic explanation. It does not explain, as it 
should do on Marxist theory, the change from ancient slavery to 
feudalism, or from feudalism to capitalism. If any class struggle 
dominated late feudal times it was not one of serfs versus feudal 
lords — the Marxist dialectical opposites — but landed interests 
versus commerce and manufacturing interests. 

Neither do class wars account for the rise and decline of a civi¬ 
lization such as the Roman, the rise of what we vaguely call the 
modern Western civilization, or the impact of one civilization on 
another. All kinds of influences have played upon the history of 
mankind, and about wdde areas of the past our ignorance is still 
so great that we can only resort to guesswork. One may of course 
regard history as conflict, say between man and nature, with food 
supply and population ever achieving and losing equilibrium. One 
may with equal justice regard history as co-operation between man 
and nature, or among men in society. But any abstraction of forces 
battling or co-operating in history is bound to simplify and distort 

2. E. F. M. Durbin, The Politics of Democratic Socialism, London, 1940, pp. 
166-76. Quincy Wright, A Study of War, Chicago, 1942, ii, pp. 720-39. 
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life, and this is peculiarly true of the rigid Marxist abstractions of 
economic forces and class struggle. 

The trouble with the Marxist historical case as a whole is that 
the labels of Oriental, classical, feudal, capitalist exhaust neither 
the categories of economic organization nor those of history. 
Within the category of ancient or Asiatic, for instance, a score 
of different civilizations are included. But in Marxism the em¬ 
pirical investigation is beside the point, since the theory at once 
dismisses as accidental and unimportant anything outside its own 
few narrow categories. Such a procedure is not confined to Marx, 
however, but is regularly followed by all those who first define 
their history, and then discard or ignore whatever lies outside their 
definition. 

II 

In a sense all that has been written here so far is a mere preamble 
to Marxism. Marx's wider theory of history is best regarded as a 
construction to lend support to his firm prediction of the over¬ 
throw of capitalism. In capitalism he professed to see the dialectic 
in its purest form as the thesis and antithesis of the class struggle, 
‘the economic law of motion of capitalism.' The picture of many 
classes, all mutually antagonistic, which he sketched in for the 
past, was put aside. The class antagonisms have now been sim¬ 
plified, he said, and ‘society as a whole is more and more splitting 
up into two great hostile camps . . . bourgeoisie and proletariat,' 
or capitalists and workers.^ The proletariat are those who work for 
wages and are forced to do so because they are without ownership 
of the means of production, ownership being the distinguishing 
mark of the capitalist. 

The polarization of society into two classes was the major pre¬ 
diction of the Communist Manifesto, It is indeed the purpose of 
Marx’s whole system to show that ‘the fall of the bourgeoisie and 
the victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable,’ and hence to 
invite all intelligent people to choose the side of the victorious 
proletariat; to ride as it were ‘the wave of the future.' 

Let us examine this great prophecy. The thesis of polarization 
3. Communist Manifesto, 
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appeared plausible enough in nineteenth-century England at a 
time when even Disraeli could speak of two nations, the rich and 
the poor, within a single State; and when Marx could write that 
‘economically considered, the United States is still nothing more 
than a colony of Europe.* ^ The point is, however, as most of the 
evidence clearly demonstrates, that since then capitalist society has 
become less polarized into classes, in England and elsewhere. This 
is an argument of great importance and worth enlarging upon. 

Handicraft industries, some small-scale manufacturing and 
peasant farming have unquestionably declined in the Western 
countries with the spread of modern technology, although rem¬ 
nants of the earlier pre-capitalist age have shown more vitality than 
Marx anticipated. What is far more important, however, is the 
rise of a new ‘petty bourgeoisie* of white-collar workers — in the 
ever-expanding service industries, professions, technical trades, 
civil service, and so forth. One may therefore grant the decline of 
the old middle class, but the real stumbling block for the Marxist 
case is the growth of these new classes of clerical, administrative, 
technical, and professional groups, and the relatively declining 
numbers of unskilled workers.® The proletariat in the sense of un¬ 
skilled manual workers is a disappearing class. And the further 
modern industry develops, the larger and more complex the mid¬ 
dle class becomes, with new groups being thrown up into it all the 
time. The proportion of persons in the service trades (tertiary in¬ 
dustries) is in fact a measure of the standard of living in a country, 
so that today even the industrial proletariat as a whole shows a 
relative decline in numbers in highly industrialized countries. It is 
hardly necessary to press the argument of dispersal of ownership, 
whether of stocks, government bonds, savings, or durable con¬ 
sumers* goods — the last being especially marked. It has become 
less and less true that the workers have nothing to lose but their 
chains. All this is a familiar story to the statistician and economist. 

The real class significance of earlier societies is that class lines 
were more rigid, there was a more definite hierarchy, one*s station 

4. Capital, I, p. 848. 

5. Unskilled workers in 1910 formed 36 per cent of the U.S. labor force; by 
1947 they formed only 21 per cent. Clerks and salespeople on the other hand, 
representing the expanding service industries, were 10 per cent in 1910 and 
19 per cent in 1947. Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1947, pp. 14411. 



lOO 


INTRODUCTION TO MARXIST THEORY 


in life was more fixed. Today the structure of society is less and 
less on a ‘class* basis; there is great fluidity, and a circulation of 
people into and out of occupational groups, so that it becomes in¬ 
creasingly difficult to draw any sharp class distinctions. This is a 
result which might theoretically be expected if one bears in mind 
the strong tendencies in society other than those making for 
polarization. 

Far, therefore, from being a characteristic feature of the ad¬ 
vanced industrialized countries, with their rising productivity, so¬ 
cial services, piece-meal social and economic planning, and less 
rapidly increasing populations, the revolutionary class struggle is 
rarely observable in these countries; and on the contrary usually 
makes its appearance in less well-developed areas, where there are 
no large middle and petty-bourgeois classes to give stability to the 
social structure. 

In his later work Marx himself showed some awareness of the 
rise of these new intermediate or middle classes, and appeared to 
think of them as outside the capitalist-proletariat schema. Al¬ 
though it is not clear whether he thought these groups would all be 
forced into the proletariat, he did appear to think they would 
play no part in later history. It is noteworthy that whenever Marx's 
studies turned up an awkward fact that did not seem to fit his 
thesis, he dropped the point and did not pursue his analysis. This 
is particularly evident in the successive volumes of Capital, and 
in the later Theories of Surplus Value. 

These newer groups, although not fitting the Marxist categories, 
are nonetheless a part of society, and are becoming a larger and 
larger part. They are not a few small groups on the fringes of society 
to be ignored in any broad analysis, as Marx ignored small crafts¬ 
men and other remnants of the old petty bourgeoisie, but they are 
coming increasingly to dominate the social spectrum, at the one 
end absorbing the unskilled worker into their ranks, and at the 
other absorbing the old-style capitalist. It is, indeed, largely for 
reasons which should commend themselves to Marx that these 
changes in the class composition of society have come about, that 
is, because of the changes in technology, the structure of industry 
and trade, and the rising productivity. The existence and growth 
of these new middle classes, outside the Marxist framework, is of 
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course fatal to the polarization thesis. That Marx should not have 
foreseen the new social structure is understandable; he can hardly 
be blamed for not anticipating in 1848 the full social consequences 
of modern technology and the joint stock company. It is less under¬ 
standable in present-day Marxists, who persist in applying the old 
framework of analysis to a society that has long been rapidly out¬ 
growing it. 

To this argument Marxists retort that this huge and growing 
middle class, which in the main works on a wage or salary, is not 
capitalist and does not think as a capitalist class. In one way that 
is true. Members of the new middle classes are not capitalists in 
that they do not normally own the factories (and even if ownership 
of shares is dispersed this does not normally carry with it effective 
control of industry): but it is not true that therefore they are 
militant proletarians. They are not proletarians nor do they think 
of themselves as such, and no amount of Marxist propaganda seems 
able to convert them. Then, too, since even the most highly paid 
executive is not usually owner of a substantial part of the enterprise 
he directs, he is also job-conscious and easily weaned from any 
allegiance to property or capitalism as it was thought of in the 
early nineteenth century, when a man owned and operated his 
own business and no nonsense about it. The relation between the 
forms of economic organization and the attitudes of people seems 
to be this: as industry becomes increasingly dominated by large- 
scale corporate enterprise, as business becomes more interdepend¬ 
ent and less competitive and independent, both production and 
man’s psychology are in a sense ‘socialized.’ • In other words, busi¬ 
ness, especially if on a large scale, is coming to be judged prag¬ 
matically by the test of public welfare instead of by an appeal to 
property rights on the one hand, or class consciousness on the other. 

Ill 

It is at this point that Marx’s economic theory comes into its own. 
His economic theory is the only systematic part of his whole work, 
the theory of history and the rest being found for the most part 

6. J. Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, London, 1945, pp. 
156ft. 
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scattered through numerous writings. Very little will be said here 
on the technicalities of Marx's economics, but enough must be said 
to relate it to his thesis of the class struggle. Marx as an economist 
has one advantage over many orthodox theorists in that, like earlier 
economists such as Adam Smith, he was not content with piece¬ 
meal theories, but set out with the grand design of exploring the 
economy as a whole and its development through time. It was an 
analysis of historical sweep, not of a static situation. 

Yet despite this broad approach Marx's economic theory must 
on the whole be regarded as purely instrumental. It is not, prop¬ 
erly speaking, economic theory at all, but a social philosophy writ¬ 
ten in economic terms. The whole of the economic analysis was 
meant to show the inevitability of the decline of capitalism, to 
prove the truth of the Marxist social philosophy. In much the same 
way classical economic theory was traditionally employed for dif¬ 
ferent partisan purposes, to rationalize the behavior of private- 
property owners and to defend a laissez-faire theory of govern¬ 
ment. 

The operative concept which Marx used was that of surplus 
value, which purported to show how the capitalists as a class, driven 
by competition and regardless of their intentions, must inevitably 
exploit the workers. Surplus value in turn was derived from the 
labor theory of value plus the doctrine of subsistence wages, and its 
ancestry is through David Ricardo and Adam Smith, back at least 
as far as John Locke.^ 

Now it is easy to refute Marx's theories of value and surplus value 
if they are taken to mean merely a theory of exchange values or 
prices. Most economic theorists, when they condescend to notice 
Marx at all, assume that he meant to explain exchange value; and 
having set up this straw man proceed to knock him down with a 
few casual shots.* 


7. Marxists differ on precisely what was Marx's greatest contribution to 
economic and social theory. Engels {Selected Works, 1942, i. pp. 10-15) re¬ 
garded the class-struggle theory of history and the surplus-value theory as the 
two great truths of Marxism; but at Marx’s graveside he substituted for sur¬ 
plus value the fact that production is the foundation of society (ibid. p. 16). 

8. The classic refutation of Marx's explanation of prices is that of £. von 
Bohm-Bawerk: Karl Marx and the Close of His System, new edition, edited 
by Paul M. Sweezy, New York, 1949. 
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Yet Marx is not so easily disposed of, since he was not usually 
thinking in terms of exchange value. The question of the modern 
economist is: how do prices come to be what they are? It is a strictly 
limited inquiry and achieves an air of science often at the risk of 
losing touch with reality. The question Marx seems to ask, most 
of the time, is: how are prices different from real costs? Failure to 
notice the different questions asked largely explains why Marx and 
the modern economist appear always to be talking at cross pur¬ 
poses. 

In approaching the answer as he did from the side of supply, 
Marx was not so much ignoring market demand — which is the 
usual criticism against him — as taking it for granted for any given 
period. He was all the time trying to get behind market prices to 
a bed-rock of real costs or objective values in production. In a 
sense his theory dealt with what ought to be, rather than with 
what is, and is thus akin to a theory of natural rights. It is even 
more like the older idea of natural value, based upon labor time, 
so that if price exceeds the natural value in terms of labor time 
there is someone (the capitalist) who appropriates the surplus, and 
this process Marx called ‘exploitation.’ The distinction he drew is 
like that made by Oscar Wilde: ‘A cynic is one who knows the price 
of everything and the value of nothing. 

Marx tried to keep close to reality not only by dealing tvith real 
costs but also by dealing with use-values. By useful, Marx meant 
what the ordinary man means; he scarcely noticed such examples 
as meteorites, Rembrandts, and other rareties, but persisted in 
holding to the sane view that production is for use, or at any rate 
ought to be. 

At this point it is easy to see why there is confusion in the vol¬ 
umes of Capital. Marx talked of value in at least three senses: (a) 
his more esoteric meaning of real costs or natural value — which 
led naturally to his concept of ‘socially necessary labor time’; (b) 
use value; and (c) exchange value or prices. Often his concept of 
surplus value was different from that given above (the excess of 
price over natural value), and was defined entirely with reference 
to price. When it is so defined, price equals natural value, and 
surplus value then becomes the difference between the price re¬ 
ceived by the capitalist and the subsistence wage actually paid to 
the worker. 
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In spite of his hatred of capitalism, Marx did not fail to recog¬ 
nize its historically creative role. The eulogy to capitalism in the 
pages of the Communist Manifesto has hardly been bettered in any 
language as a description of the marvelous productivity of modern 
technology and its revolutionizing effect upon nearly every aspect 
of life. What repelled Marx, as it did other sensitive consciences in 
the nineteenth century, was the immediate human cost, especially 
the brutal treatment of human beings as a mere factor of produc¬ 
tion, their labor bought and sold like any commodity in the market. 
That is why Marx was good at ferreting out the facts about the 
seamy side of capitalism, and why Capital will always remain a 
classic of economic history, and such a terrible indictment of early 
industrialism. 

Socialism is older than Marx, and most of tlie social critics of 
the nineteenth century were openly moral in their judgments. 
What Marx did was to turn the tables on the classical economists. 
Behind a facade of science they had but thinly veiled their approval 
of the system they studied, while Marx covered his moral dis- 
approval in the same scientific guise. Although not admitting it, 
Marx in fact brought morality back into political economy, from 
which it had long been excluded.® 

His economic analysis tried to demonstrate the results of the 
frantic effort to maintain the rate of profit. Adam Smith seems to 
have entertained the idea that profits would fall with increasing 
investment in capital equipment. On Marx's argument, too, the 
rate of profit should fall as machines displaced labor, since surplus 
value could be extracted only from labor. Marx argued that new 
machinery enabled the individual capitalist to undersell his com¬ 
petitors, and hence all capitalists installed machinery if they 
wanted to stay in business. Marx was forced to maintain that the 
capitalist, in order to keep up his rate of profit, would seek to ap¬ 
propriate more and more surplus value — that is, increase the rate 
of exploitation — and so push the proletariat deeper into the mire 
of impoverishment. Granted the belief in surplus value, the idea 
of increasing exploitation and impoverishment naturally fol¬ 
lowed. 

Although aware most of the time of the increased productivity 
that resulted from the growing use of machinery, Marx could not 
9. As noted, for example, in Jack Lindsay, op. cit. p. 196. 
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bring himself to believe that the workers would share in the light¬ 
ening of human toil or in the other benefits of mass production. 

... no improvement of machinery, no application of science 
to production, no contrivances of communication, no new 
colonies, no emigration, no opening of markets, no free trade, 
nor all these things put together, will do away with the miseries 
of the industrious masses . . 

The process of grinding the workers down more severely could 
take place in several ways. On the one hand, he thought that the 
petty bourgeoisie and the middle class would be steadily forced into 
the ranks of the proletariat. On the other, that the workers would 
be exploited more intensively, their standard of living and health 
would suffer by the lengthening of the working day, the decrease 
of wages, and ‘the speed-up.* I'he increasing numbers of unem¬ 
ployed, whom Marx called ‘the industrial reserve army,* would also 
pul on pressure to bring wages down. Marx offered no proof that 
the number of unemployed would grow. It was a purely gratuitous 
assumption, from outside the body of his economic theory, but 
lending an apparent support to it. 


IV 

The idea of increasing impoverishment, so common in Marxism, 
has several troublesome points. 

First, there is the implication that at some preceding time the 
workers were better off. Marx did not analyze this possibility. 

Second, the poverty could not go below subsistence level. As 
Engels wrote: 

The price of labour is equal to its cost of production . . . [to] 

the quantity of means of subsistence necessary to enable the 

worker to continue working and to prevent the working class 

from dying out.“ 

Third, it is sometimes disputed whether Marx really did mean 
that the proletariat would become worse off in an absolute sense, 

10. Inaugural Address, Selected Works, 194s, ii, p. 457. 

11. Principles of Communism, new translation by Paul M. Sweezy, New 
York, 1952, p. 7. 



io6 


INTRODUCTION TO MARXIST THEORY 


that is, whether living standards would actually decline with the 
aging of capitalism, or whether he meant it in a relative sense 
only. A reading of Marx shows plainly enough that he did mean it 
in an absolute sense, that he substantially accepted Lassalle's ‘iron 
law of wages’ as true of capitalism but believed it would not be true 
of the post-capitalist or communist era. 

He sometimes had qualms, however, about the ‘iron law of wages* 
and recognized that subsistence always has a traditional and social 
content and is never absolute. Engels expressed this idea clearly: 

A fair day’s wage, under normal conditions, is the sum re¬ 
quired to procure to the labourer the means of existence neces¬ 
sary, according to the standard of life of his station and coun¬ 
try, to keep himself in working order and to propagate his race. 

(My italics.) 

Subsistence wages may thus vary from one country to another, so 
that a worker in China may be hired for less than one in England. 
Yet Marxism always returned to the view that trade-union action 
or legislation could never do more than push wages up temporarily; 
in the longer run they would fall to the minimum physical limit. 
Engels believed that if workers ever came to own their own homes, 
and thus save on rent, wages would be reduced by the amount of 
rent saved.^^ 

At first, then, Marxism holds to the extreme position that sub¬ 
sistence merely refers to the physiological limit, but at other 
moments there is a partial retreat from it. This pattern of stating an 
extreme and untenable case and then partially retreating is com¬ 
mon in Marx’s thought. But the retreats are only temporary: Marx 
always came back to his original position for the simple reason that 
his whole case rests upon it. 

V 

Today, only the most fanatical Marxist would argue that an 
absolute decline in real wages has occurred. Statistics of a narrow 

12. The British Labour Movement, Handbook, p. 198; Selected Corre¬ 
spondence, p. 335; Selected Works, 1942, ii, p. 574. 

13. Marx, Selected Works, 1942, i, pp. 332!!. Engels, The Housing Question, 
Handbook, p. 346; and Selected Works, 1951, ii. pp. 37off. 
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sort, such as wage indices and cost*oMiving indices, certainly do 
not confirm the proposition. We know, for example, that in Eng¬ 
land real wages have doubled since about 1870, as the Industrial 
Revolution really began to ‘pay off' for the workers. A number of 
estimates have been made of the rate at which productivity has 
been rising in industrial countries during the last century. One of 
these is that the gain in output per man hour has averaged almost 
2 per cent a year for the U.S. economy. Two per cent is also the 
commonly estimated rate at which real per capita income has 
grown and may presumably be expected to grow, after due allow¬ 
ance is made for population increase, and so on.^^ 

A reference to other data, such as the increased leisure through 
the shortening of the working day, week and year, and the steady 
extension of state-provided services, merely bears out what com¬ 
mon experience and any veteran trade unionist will confirm: the 
rise in the real income and standards of living of the worker in all 
industrialized countries. It would, moreover, be remarkable if liv¬ 
ing standards fell in face of the continuing rise in production in a 
system whose fundamental basis is mass production and mass 
consumption. 

Some people did undeniably suffer with the onset of the Indus¬ 
trial Revolution, in particular those whose skills were suddenly 
displaced by machine methods of production, such as the hand- 
weaver and the hand-spinner. To judge whether the early days of 
the Industrial Revolution were really so much worse on the whole 
than the century before would require a long excursion into social 
and economic history which would take us too far afield. What 
has often been forgotten by sensitive souls distressed at the social 
evils of the ‘bleak age* is how grim, unhealthy, and laborious the 
lot of the worker and peasant was before industrialization. Much 
has also been made of the loss of skill and pride which the intro¬ 
duction of machinery entailed for small groups of craftsmen, with¬ 
out any consideration of certain offsetting factors such as the spread 
of education, new skills, mechanical ability, and leisure, for the vast 

14. J. F. Oewhurst and associates, Americans Needs and Resources, New 
York, 1947, p. 2$. Real hourly wages rose more than sixfold in the United 
States between 1840 and 1950. Real per capita income in 1947 was one and 
a half times that in 19S9. Statisticai Abstract, 1947, pp. agsff. R. A Lester, 
Labour and Industrial Relations, New York, 1951, p. 54. 
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majority. This point is worth mentioning, because, driven back 
from the argument for an absolute decline in living standards, the 
Marxist sometimes tends to argue, like many Romantics, for a 
kind of ‘spiritual degradation* which is said to grow ever worse in 
an industrial age. Marx himself, however, could hardly use such 
an argument against urbanization and industrialism with any con¬ 
sistency, since he welcomed the industrial age and believed that 
one of the virtues of capitalism was that it had 'rescued a consider¬ 
able part of the population from the idiocy of rural life.' 

If a case of 'spiritual degradation* may be brought against the 
Industrial Revolution, it was not so much loss of skills as a break¬ 
down of the old ‘culture patterns* with the growth of industry and 
urban living: in short the same kind of thing that happens today 
when cities and industry grow up rapidly in a formerly rural en¬ 
vironment.'® 

The alternative defense of Marx's case, as put forward, for 
instance, by Plekhanov, is to say that it is true in a relative sense 
only, that although the poor are improving their lot, the rich are 
getting richer and at a more rapid rate. The implications of this, 
which may not be favorable for the class struggle, are conveniently 
ignored. For example, will a proletarian class with a rising standard 
of living become revolutionary? 

The statistical evidence to confirm or refute the relative worsen¬ 
ing of the workers’ condition is not conclusive. The size of the cake 
(total production) is growling, and there is no proof that labor's 
slice is becoming a smaller fraction. Living standards show a 
marked absolute rise even on the worst assumption that labor gets 
a constant proportion of a steadily growing total. Labor's share may 
even be growing somewhat; there is some uncertainty on the point, 
which we can hardly clear up because of the absence of proper 
statistics in earlier periods; but which we may be able to settle 
from now on as the statistical data become more reliable and com¬ 
prehensive. The likelihood at the moment is that after taxation is 
taken into account, the rich are on the whole becoming less rich. 
But what is more important, as pointed out earlier, the proportion 

15. Communist Manifesto, 

16. Cf. E. Mayo, The Human Problems of an Industrial Civilization, New 
York, 19 ns. 
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of unskilled workers is diminishing, and the former proletariat be¬ 
comes more and more a part of the large new petty-bourgeois and 
middle class, so that the proportion of the national income going 
to salaried workers increases notably. It is only verbal juggling to 
call the new salariat either proletarian or capitalist, although to 
call them one or the other is typical of Marxist reasoning, by which 
everything is put on a rigidly either or basis, without room for third 
choices or compromises. 

Whether the decline of living standards was meant in an absolute 
or a relative sense, Marx has been proved wrong by the march of 
events. The retort of the modern Marxist is to say that some 
factors have been omitted, such as unemployment and wars, and 
that they must all be taken into account since they are all products 
of capitalism. They have not in fact been omitted; unemployment 
and wars are taken into account in such statistical series as we have. 
Some things have, it is true, been omitted from the indices, but they 
tell against, not for, the Marxist case: the leisure, the spread of 
education, the lengthening of the span of life, and the many tax- 
provided amenities. 

The only other sense in which Marx’s prediction could be true is 
to say that the workers are not as well off as they ought to be; that is, 
that production is not as high as it could be under a system other 
than capitalism. Such is, for example, the argument of J. D. Bernal: 
‘What is produced has to be measured against what might have 
been produced.’ There may be a prima facie case in favor of the 
charge that production is not always at a maximum when one con¬ 
siders idle resources in times of depression, and restrictive prac¬ 
tices on the part of corporate ‘monopolies’ and trade unions. There 
is also a prima facie case against it when one considers the costs of 
rapid obsolescence and social instability if every scientific invention 
is immediately put to use. The facts, as distinct from a priori argu¬ 
ments, show that technical progress goes on rapidly and total pro¬ 
duction continues to rise, despite all the Marxist nonsense about 
‘fetters’ on the forces of production. 

The real strength and the immediate cogency of the Marxist 
argument rests upon trade depression, when total production is 
unquestionably cut back. Whether total production over the long 

17. In Philosophy for the future, p. 407. 
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run, taking the good times with the bad over the last century, 
could have been higher under any alternative economic arrange¬ 
ments is naturally impossible to prove, and certainly to measure 
its extent is impossible. What is true, however, is that we are as 
well off as we are because our forefathers were poor; that is to say, 
had they consumed more, instead of making the enormous capital 
investments that were made, we should today be very much poorer. 
But whether or not production of consumer goods has been always 
as high as it could be, is not relevant to anything Marx meant. He 
clearly had in mind a process of deepening and more widely spread¬ 
ing poverty, and the falsehood of that prediction is what damages 
his case. 

If impoverishment were increasing, it is surely strange to sup¬ 
pose that the proletariat would then be the stuff of which success¬ 
ful revolutions are made. Revolutions are rarely if ever made by 
poverty-stricken classes who are becoming more poverty-stricken, 
any more than really poor *have-not* nations declare wars against 
powerful industrial states. Misery may love company, but poverty 
easily leads to political apathy, and is as likely to divide as to 
strengthen a working class — as trade unions know only too well 
when they see their membership decline in hard times.'* As the 
rise of capitalism itself shows, a confident, strong, and advancing 
class is much more likely to get its way than is a slowly declining 
class. This is the lesson visible in the civil wars in seventeenth- 
century England and in the French Revolution. Any hope of an 
inevitable revolution based on growing and finally unendurable 
poverty may therefore be dismissed as fantasy. 

Historical case studies go to show that revolutions are produced 
by something more than poverty. They demand an awareness of 
one's lot and ideas of reform, or at least the conviction that things 
are bad but could be better. They require organization and leader¬ 
ship, and, even more important, a revolutionary situation, typically 
found in the social disorganization following a defeat in war. Then, 
if the government is weak and corrupt, has lost confidence in its 
right and ability to rule, and (usually) if some foreign aid is forth- 

i8. The political apathy of the poor Saskatchewan farmers during the 1930’s 
is documented in S. M. Lipset, Agrarian Socialism, New York, 1940. Only with 
returning prosperity did the poorer farmers become politically active. 
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coming, or if the masses can be inflamed by nationalism or some 
other fighting faith, a revolution has a reasonable prospect of suc¬ 
cess. The revolutions in China and Indonesia since the Second 
World War are of this kind. Revolutions, like most social phe¬ 
nomena, can be analyzed and accounted for, and some of the 
Marxist concepts may help us to explain them: but not this par¬ 
ticular concept of increasing impoverishment. 

Since the doctrine of increasing impoverishment is not true the 
communist in the Western world finds himself in something of a 
dilemma. If he works with trade unions and so improves the work¬ 
ers' lot, he thereby lessens the evils of capitalism and dims the 
revolutionary ardor; if he will not work for short-term objectives 
he has no hope of workers* support. That is to say, the more suc¬ 
cessful are union activities in raising the standard of living, the 
less hope is there of creating a class-conscious proletariat to bring 
about the communist’s ultimate aim. As the workers* lot is im¬ 
proved they behave less and less as Marx’s idealized and class¬ 
conscious proletarian is supposed to behave. 

Such considerations help to explain the communist emphasis on 
strikes, even when they are hopeless and even over the most trivial 
grievances. In a sense the communist may prefer that strikes should 
not succeed in their immediate aims, their real use being to sharpen 
the militant class consciousness of the proletariat. For that reason 
no rational argument about the economic ‘cost* of a strike makes 
any impression on the Marxist, since it is simply irrelevant. If the 
strike leads to riots, premature uprisings, and so on, all that is 
regarded as good training for ‘der Tag.* Lenin recommended that 
trade unions should be a ‘school of communism.* Hence we can 
see why communist leaders do not always secure trade-union sup¬ 
port. The union members generally want tangible benefits, not 
rash strikes that have a poor chance of success. 

Nor is there any comfort in the Marxist contention that only in 
so far as capitalism works undisturbed, or is true to its inner na¬ 
ture, will impoverishment actually spread. The argument here is 
that Marx merely abstracted, and spoke of capitalism per se, as it 
would be if his abstraction were worked out to its logical conclu- 


ig. Left Wing Communism, Handbook, p. 859. 
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sion. To abstract any of the tendencies at work in society is a per¬ 
fectly legitimate procedure, and one commonly followed in eco¬ 
nomic analysis. The trouble is that it merely reduces Marx’s fa¬ 
mous law of motion to a single tendency, one w^hich plainly existed 
under early laissez-faire, but which has been counteracted by other 
tendencies, and has accordingly become less and less noticeable as 
laissez-faire has receded into the past. 


VI 

But the major defense relied upon to save Marx’s prophecy of 
polarization and impoverishment is that the operation of the law 
has been postponed by colonialism and imperialism. Lenin de¬ 
veloped this theory of economic imperialism, and extended it also 
into a theory of the causes of modern war; or to be more accurate, 
he popularized with Bolshevik trimmings the work of the English 
economist J. A. Hobson in his book Imperialism (1902), and that 
of the Austrian Marxist Rudolf Hilferding in Fincince Capital 
(i9io).2o 

Ostensibly what Lenin set out to do was to trace the changes that 
had taken place in capitalism since Marx’s day. By reference to 
selected statistics and authors he argued that the early or com¬ 
petitive stage of capitalism had passed, having been replaced by 
trusts, cartels, monopolies; and that industry had come under the 
control of finance. Lenin relied on banking practice in Germany 
for his proof of finance capitalism, and there he found the banks in 
control of many industries. By contrast, the British banking system 
rarely engaged in long-term financing and control of industry, and 
so lent little support to his theory. 

With the decline of competition and expansion at lionie the 
capitalist was forced into overseas activities; to find new outlets for 
investment in order to keep up the rate of profit, to find markets 
for products and sources of raw materials. Capitalists in a number 
of countries indulged in the same feverish scramble, and the results 
were imperialist rivalries and wars. This stage of 'monopoly finance 

so. V. I. Lenin, Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism, London, 

1940* 
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capitalism’ was the ’highest’ or ‘dying* stage of capitalism, on the 
very eve of the world revolution. Lenin dated the transformation 
into imperialism about 1900. 

Lenin obviously mixed his dates somewhat. The great days of 
empire building had been under the competitive conditions of 
the nineteenth century, and to a large extent even earlier. The 
building of the British and French empires, the expansion of the 
United States across a continent, the colonizing and opening up 
of vSouth America are a few of the outstanding instances. The nine¬ 
teenth century was also the century par excellence of the search 
for overseas markets and raw materials, and the age when the 
greatest overseas investments were made. This is not to deny that 
such investments continued after 1900. They are in fact still going 
on, and cpiite properly so, since much of the world is desperately 
short of capital. But it is simply false that the political policy of 
contjuest and empire building, together with the policy of ‘export 
of capital,’ was typical only of late finance capitalism. Nor was it 
true, as Lenin maintained, that ‘the principal spheres of invest¬ 
ment of British capital are its colonial possessions.’ 21 

Lenin’s investigations showed him that the stage of competitive 
capitalism had not been passed until about 1900. Being thus com¬ 
pelled to choose a late date, he had therefore to distort the order 
of historical development, and to attribute earlier events to a 
process of industrial and financial combination which did not ap¬ 
pear until later. 

If Lenin’s Imperialism is judged as a theory to explain why over¬ 
seas trade and investment took place it is hard to see what it con¬ 
tributed. Marx himself had noticed the tendency to capital ac¬ 
cumulation and overseas expansion; geographical discoveries and 
overseas trade were indeed among the extraneous factors which he 
called upon to explain the rise of capitalism. He had in fact placed 
the rise of capitalism at about 1600, or two hundred years before 
modern technology. Marxist literature had always been full of 
the conflict between expanding productive ‘forces’ and the allegedly 
limited markets. Emphasis on the latter point leads naturally to a 
kind of deficiency-of-purchasing-power theory of capitalism, and 

81. Imperialism, p. 59. Towards the Seizure of Power, New York, 1952, 
II. p. 83. 
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Engels occasionally invoked something very close to this idea in 
an over-production theory of the trade cycle. Lenin also used it 
to show one of the advantages of exporting capital: by that means 
the home capitalist could get rid of some of his production to 
overseas buyers.^- It will be recalled that C. H. Douglas, the father 
of Social Credit monetary theory, diagnosed the fatal flaw in the 
economic system as an inability to distribute enough purchasing 
power to consumers to enable them to ‘buy back' the products of 
industry. This purely monetary explanation of crises is not on the 
whole a feature of Marxist theory. 

It would be a mistake, however, to suppose that Lenin was a 
serious student of recent economic development, content to follow 
where the evidence might lead. The significance of Lenin's Im¬ 
perialism lies in its application to the class struggle. It was meant 
to account for the failure of the revolution to occur in the indus¬ 
trialized countries. The reason he gave was simple: workers of the 
creditor or imperial country shared in the benefits (or ‘plunder') 
of foreign lending, trade, and colonies. Because of that, their 
standard of living could rise, instead of falling as Marx had pre¬ 
dicted. Skilled labor in particular, the ‘workers' aristocracy,' was 
said to be living at the expense of the foreign proletariat in back¬ 
ward countries, and was thus ‘bribed’ into support of capitalism.-® 

This made an especially neat explanation of why Marxists had 
always beaten their heads in vain against the brick wall of the in¬ 
different British trade unionist. But it skimmed rather lightly over 
a number of objections: that countries such as the Scandinavian, 
without empires, had also shown a high standard of living; that 
colonial powers such as Portugal showed a much lower standard 
of living; and that the bulk of the world's trade is not with colo¬ 
nial and ‘backward' territories at all. 

Above all, the Leninist theory quite ignored the fact that debtor 
countries, some of them colonies, showed even more rapid progress 
in raising their levels of production and standards of living. Per¬ 
haps it does not necessarily follow from Lenin's theory that foreign 
trade and investment have somehow ‘impoverished* colonies and 

22. Engels, Selected Correspondence, pp. ii6, 44iff.; Selected Works, 1942, 
1, p. 461. Lenin, Imperialism, p. 60. 

23. Imperialism, p. 13. 
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independent backward countries. Yet it is a proposition that is 
widely believed by communists, and they have persuaded a great 
many other people to believe in their version of colonial ‘ex¬ 
ploitation.* Imperialism has passed from being a rational theory 
into becoming a term of abuse for all overseas economic activities. 
Hence arises the ‘salt-water fallacy*: if the expansion of a country, 
territorial or economic, is over land, it is never thought of as im¬ 
perialism. 

It is quite impossible to support with evidence the general prop 
osition that colonies and independent overseas countries have been 
brought closer to starvation by reason of investment and trade. 
The immense amount of British capital which poured into the 
United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and the Argentine 
during the nineteenth century lends no support to Lenin*s theory. 
Nor can it be supported by appealing to the experience of colonies 
such as Malaya, or former colonies such as Ceylon or the Philip¬ 
pines; or a score of other instances. ‘If you are looking for real 
poverty, you must go to the countries whose capital imports per 
head of population have been low.’ The trouble is not that 
capital has been invested in, and trade fostered with, ‘backward* 
areas but that not enough capital has been put into these areas, 
as much of the world now recognizes and is trying to remedy with 
the Point Four Program, Colombo Plan, and Colonial Develop¬ 
ment Plans. 

The introduction of law and order, the suppression of the slave 
trade (1807), the improved transport, the elimination of famine, 
the improved agricultural and industrial techniques, the steps 
toward more education, medical and health services, all are factors 
to be set on the credit side; while the enormous growth of popula¬ 
tion is in itself a living witness to the increased production. The 
cake of production has certainly grown larger all over the world, 
and it is not necessarily to be imputed as a crime to investment, 
trade, and industry that the gains from higher production have in 
some areas been wiped out by the stupendous increase in the num¬ 
ber of mouths to be fed. 

Even more important than explaining away the failure of Marx’s 
prediction has teen the complete alteration of communist tactics 

14. W. K. Hancock, Wealth of Colonies, Cambridge, 1950, pp. 11-14. 
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demanded by Lenin’s theory: if the revolution can be stirred up in 
colonial and backward areas and these can be detached from the 
imperial powders, this in turn w^ill force down the standard of liv¬ 
ing in the imperialist countries and so make Marx’s forecast come 
true. 

Traces of this line of thought can occasionally be found in Marx 
himself, as when he thought the proletarian uprising in England 
must be preceded by the independence of Ireland: "Fhe English 
working class w'ill nex^er accomplish anything before it has got rid 
of Ireland.' Marx and Engels gave rather divided counsel on this 
matter, since they also told the British Chartists that their best 
contribution to the emancipation of Poland w'ould be first to over¬ 
throw the bourgeoisie in Britain. One may thus find in Marx’s 
WTitings a number of references to prove two contradictory propo¬ 
sitions— that colonial emancipation should precede, and should 
follow', the revolution of the industrial proletariat at home.-*' 

Lenin and Stalin were, as usual, less concerned with a con¬ 
sistent theory than with tactical measures. In discussing move¬ 
ments for national independence I.enin had noted that it was the 
duty of the proletariat in the imperial country always to take sides 
wdth the ‘oppressed’ nation or colony. He also enunciated the doc¬ 
trine that ‘uneven economic and political development is an ab¬ 
solute law' of capitalism,’ from w'hich the deduction w’as drawn that 
since capitalism is world w ide the chain may break (i.e. the revolu¬ 
tion break out) at the ‘weakest link.’ Although in disagreement 
w'ith Marx’s main theory of the revolution occurring first in the 
industrialized countries, this is a perfectly good ex post facto ra¬ 
tionalization of the Russian Revolution. It is also an excellent 
example of how' later communist leaders alter or ignore Marx’s 
main theory to suit and justify the tactics they w'ish to follow. 

It is certainly easier to stir up revolutions in ‘backward’ coun¬ 
tries, as the events of recent years have demonstrated, particularly 
with the favorable conditions created in the Far East by the Second 
World War. For one thing the capital is usually of foreign origin, 
the plantation or factory is foreign-owned and often foreign- 

25. Selected Correspondence, pp. 228, 278, 281. Relations between the Irish 
and English Working Classes, Handbook, pp. 196-7. On India, ibid. p. 192. 

26. Leninism, pp. 17, 18. 
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managed, and the anti>capitalist appeal can easily be linked with 
powerful anti‘foreign sentiment and with a campaign for national 
independence, as in Burma or Indonesia. For another thing, large- 
scale enterprise seems somehow more ruthless in backward coun¬ 
tries: there is normally no large middle class, no politically power¬ 
ful working class, no strong trade-union movement, little of the 
welfare legislation, and few of the collective services found in the 
more advanced industrial countries. It is in short something of a 
repetition of the first stages of the Industrial Revolution in Eng¬ 
land and America. 

Native peoples, whether in China, Indonesia, or elsewhere, who 
have always taken contrasts of great wealth and acute poverty for 
granted, are not exposed to anything new in that line; but with 
its investments and its mass-produced goods, the Western world 
also sends its disrupting ideas of democracy, its gospel of efficiency 
and change, its principles of rational calculation, its technology, 
and the very possibilities of an end to poverty. The contrasts of 
inequality formerly accepted quiescently are, as it were, realized 
for the first time, and believed to be unnecessary. Economic ‘ex¬ 
ploitation* sometimes occurs (although it is not easy to measure 
or even define in purely economic terms), but sometimes is not 
always. What always takes place is a profound cultural disturb¬ 
ance. The old ways of life and thought are seriously upset, often 
with much suffering, when any indigenous culture is brought 
into the world economy. 

VII 

Lenin’s theory of economic imperialism is also extended to ac¬ 
count for modern wars. The first point to make is that, strictly 
speaking, it sets out to explain only wars that have taken place 
since 1900. Its generalization is that overseas investors and indus¬ 
trial combinations (‘finance capital') push the governments of the 
Great Powers to war in order to ‘re-partition' the world. Now this 
is a matter for factual determination, and case studies have not 
supported the theory but have, if anything, proved the very op¬ 
posite. More frequently it was the politicians and the military men 
who pushed the investors into dangerous adventures. A partial 
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exception to this may have been the South African war, where 
financiers gave the British government a powerful push. But this 
hardly fits the Leninist book as a war between Great Powers.^^ 
Everything that enters into international relations may of course 
be a source of tension at one time or another. Economic matters 
therefore often lead to friction — there is nothing new in this 
observation. But the only cases where friction has led to fighting 
appear to have been in minor wars; for example, trade interests 
played a large part in the pressure of the Great Powers on China 
in the Boxer Revolt of 1900. 

When Lenin glanced backward into history he was well aware 
that wars are as old as man himself. Not only could modern ‘im¬ 
perialism* not be blamed for them, but neither could competitive 
capitalism. He then shifted his ground, altered his own definitions, 
and called even the ancient Punic Wars ‘imperialist* since they 
were fought for domination of the Mediterranean.-® And thus he 
proceeded with his historical summary, until he had relabeled 
nearly all wars, aside from civil wars, as imperialist. Plainly this is 
little more than playing with words, and adds nothing to the well- 
known fact that there have been wars throughout all history, and 
that they have taken place for many dilierent reasons. Men have 
fought for bread, land, religion, race, country, freedom, and some¬ 
times for the personal schemes of a ruler. But never, except in rare 
minor instances, have they fought for the investor and the trader. 

Marx himself, while he recognized the importance of overseas 
markets, did not fall into the Leninist confusion of arguing that 
the closer the world was knit together by trade and investment the 
more the different countries would fight. If anything, he inclined 
to the opposite view — which Marxists such as Kautsky after¬ 
ward extended to cover the twentieth century — that with the 
spread of international capitalism, national differences would de¬ 
cline. Lenin himself had pointed out the tendency in late capital¬ 
ism for national barriers to break down, and to lead to a general 
internationalizing ‘of economic life, of politics, sciences and so 
forth.* Indeed, that is the only conclusion which follows from the 


27. Hancock, op. cit. pp. 14-16. 

28. Imperialism, p. 75. Towards the Seizure of Power, ii, pp. 81, 256. The 
Imperialist War, New York, 1930, pp. 61, 68. 
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Marxist belief in the primacy of the economic; since if the economy 
is international, the politics must follow suit. But Lenin never 
reconciled this view with his theory of imperialist wars. 

A case can be made for the Marxist belief, and the stronger it is, 
the more it damages Lenin’s Imperialism. During the nineteenth 
century, Europe had only one or tw^o major wars, and enjoyed 
longer periods of peace than perhaps ever before in history. In all 
that age of expansion, colonial or overseas rivalry was not the cause 
of any major war. 

The liberals of Marx’s day harbored the illusion that trade bar¬ 
riers wouUI vanish and national rivalries decline, so that industry 
and trade would bring universal peace. The Martcist illusion was 
that national wars would cease, to be replaced by an international 
class war cutting across national boundaries, after which universal 
])eate would ensue. But other forces, mainly political, proved too 
strong for the world economy, and closed nationalist economies 
resulted. Even Britain in the end abandoned free trade (1931). I'he 
primacy of politics is perhaps seen most clearly in the case of 
Japan, whose rapid industrialization was the miracle of the mod¬ 
ern world, a process that from the beginning w^as state-directed.-*' 
I1ie order of events was the same in many countries: instead of 
the economic inllucnces carrying weak governments wiierever they 
wished, the state for various political reasons shaped the economy 
and in extreme cases defied all the logic of economics by setting 
up trade barriers and seeking self-sufficiency. 

I'he irrationality of the case that all mo^clern wars are ‘imperialist’ 
or, as Lenin said, ‘a continuation of class policy’ is well illustrated 
by communist treatment of the w^ar in 1939-45- Whatever else 
Nazism may have been it was primarily a political movement. It 
was neither invented nor directed by businessmen, although some 
of them short-sightedly supported it and helped it to power when 
it aj)[>earcd to them the only way to forestall a communist govern¬ 
ment. Whatever led the Nazis to war it was not German investors 
or German capitalists looking for markets. Long before 1939 
capital and industry, like all other elements in German life, had 
become tightly harnessed to Hitler’s wagon. Hitler sought a polit- 


29. G. C. Allen, A Short Economic History of Modem Japan, London, 1948. 
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ical end, a greater Reich; and in the pursuit of this end he went 
to war. (Subconsciously, perhaps, he may have sought a purely 
personal end. This is the more satisfactory explanation if he is 
regarded as a psycho-pathological case, which he almost certainly 
was.) 

The behavior of the Communist Party toward the war, once it 
had broken out, is instructive. For the first two months (September 
and October of 1939) the party in Britain regarded the war as a 
justified defense by the democracies against Fascist (German) ag¬ 
gression, a not unnatural reaction, since for years the Fascists had 
been held up, and had posed, as the arch-enemy of both democracy 
and communism. But following the Soviet lead the party in Britain 
soon came round to see that the war was merely an ‘imperialist* 
venture on both sides. It maintained this position until June 1941, 
when the U.S.S.R. was invaded, and from that date the nature of 
the w'ar altered again, to become once more a righteous war. ( Fhere 
was also a widespread disposition among churchmen in the United 
States to deny that the British, French, and Polish side conformed 
to the canons of a ‘just war.* Pearl Harbor was the argument that 
convinced the United States, as the invasion of the U.S.S.R. con¬ 
vinced communists everywhere.) 

The Soviet Union now declares that it w'as an anli-Fascist war 
from the beginning, and since by definition the Soviet Union is 
the only implacable enemy of Fascism, it follows that the history 
of the war has had to be rewTitten. Soviet historians are great pa¬ 
triots and fully equal to the task, and are now constructing a new 
version of history to make it appear that the Soviet Union fought 
and won the war almost single-handedly, with only a half-hearted 
effort being made by the Western Allies. 

Why has the Leninist theory of wars had such a wide acceptance 
even among non-Marxists? The answer lies largely in its timing. 
The theory was widely circulated in the disillusioned 1920's and 
1930’s, when there was a fervent desire for peace and a consequent 
search for ‘the cause’ of war. During the same period it was also 
fashionable to blame wars on the armament makers, which was an 
even simpler theory than Lenin’s. Communists took up this cry 
with great gusto, although it was obviously never in agreement 
with Lenin's theory. It is also far from plain that Lenin's theory 
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of imperialist wars is in harmony with the class analysis of wars 
discussed earlier in this chapter. 

Perhaps we know better nowadays than to attribute all wars to 
one clear cause. We have learned, for instance, from the Tito- 
Stalin split, that even communist countries may fall out. Perhaps 
we should say especially communist countries. A powerful case can 
be made that ‘national* communist or socialist states are more 
likely to elevate every economic friction into a diplomatic or doc¬ 
trinal (juarrcl, and hence be more tempted to fight over it, than 
states in which the political is largely separated from the eco¬ 
nomic.®® 


VIII 

We may now return to our main subject. The general conclusion 
is inescapable, that Lenin’s clumsy theory of economic imperialism 
has not been able to save Marx’s prediction of a sharpening, ex¬ 
plosive class struggle. Nor would Marx be grateful to have his con¬ 
fident theory explained away as a tendency that could be upset by 
unforeseen factors. Marx dealt with certainties, not with possibil¬ 
ities or even probabilities. 

llierc seems to be only one other conceivable basis for the 
Marxist class struggle: that class consciousness could be growing, 
if only as a result of a hundred years of Marxist propaganda. 
Misery, after all, is partly psychological. Classes could exist sub¬ 
jectively, with class distinctions mainly psychological, and the 
definition of a proletarian might become: you are a proletarian 
if you think you are, or if you feel like one.®^ 

Unfortunately even this last line of defense breaks down. The 
difficulty with it is not so much that the white-collar worker and 
the farmer are psychologically not proletarian and class-conscious 
but, more, that even the skilled or unskilled wage earner is not 
proletarian in outlook: something that is the despair of modern 
Marxists, as it was of Marx and Engels themselves. (In a survey 
made by Fortune (February 1940), 80 per cent of Americans 
thought of themselves as belonging to the middle class.) 

30. Cf. L. Robbins, The Economic Causes of War, London, 1939, PP* 94 ff' 

31. C'ole, The Meaning of Marxism, p. 153. 
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It is worth examining the Marxist concept of class more fully. 
Marx defined class by reference to only one standard, the owner¬ 
ship of the means of production. Now the first objection to this is 
that even economic classes may rest upon a basis other than owner¬ 
ship. In simple societies they are often based on status or rank; in 
the modern world the base may be political power or control of 
economic functions; and the last two may be combined as they are 
in the Soviet Union, where a class structure already appears to be 
emerging. Stalin, for example, spoke of ‘friendly* classes in Russia; 
of workers, peasants, and intelligentsia (the last, which includes 
technicians, being added after Bolshevik suspicion of this class had 
worn off).®- The Soviet system is too young yet for us even to be 
sure that something approaching hereditary classes will not apjii'ai. 

The power to make managerial and policy decisions in the 
U.S.S.R. can be derived from several sources — ability, luck, trade- 
union position, and above all party influence. Experience in the 
Soviet Union also follows that elsewhere: it is usually not long be¬ 
fore those who exercise the vital economic functions adjust the 
rewards in their favor. Indeed, so long as the world is poor — 
and it always has been and still is desperately poor — only two 
things are possible: a social structure that justifies some inequal¬ 
ities, or brutal equality of poverty for all. 

The second difficulty is this. Classes are formed, in Marx's view, 
because individuals have the same economic interest, in this case 
ownership or the lack of it. Yet, as noted in Chapter 2, if men’s 
motives are determined by self-interest (as Engels inclined to think 
sometimes) there is no reason to expect joint action as a class, to 
which the interest of the individual must often be subordinated. 

Marx usually saw the absurdity of personal determinism, except 
in explaining the actions of his enemies, toward whom he was 
less charitable. Instead he often accepted the other view of a com¬ 
mon class interest of the proletariat, for which all should loyally 
work. He thus recognized that people are capable of working for 
other than their personal interest. But if they can transcend per¬ 
sonal economic interest in a class, they can do likewise in a nation, 
a party, a church, or other grouping, as we know quite well by 
experience. The dispute with Marx is, then, whether class is the 
32. Leninism, pp. 381, 458, 476. 
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strongest of the loyalties, and the appeal to the facts — for instance, 
of behavior at election time and during war — shows that only 
rarely is this so. Class interest, being then neither determined nor 
usually freely chosen as the paramount loyalty, forms an insecure 
basis for a theory of history. 

Marx himself went out of his way to show that class origin or 
status did not determine class allegiance. He pointed out in the 
Manifesto that selected members of the bourgeoisie may be en¬ 
lightened enough to see the laws of social change, and seeing them, 
may deliberately choose to side with the proletariat. 

Just as, therefore, at an earlier period, a section of the nobility 
went over to the bourgeoisie, so now a portion of the bour¬ 
geoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular, a portion 
of the bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves to the 
level of comprehending theoretically the historical movement 
as a whole.*® 

Nor is this merely Marx's indirect way of explaining why such 
good bourgeois specimens as himself and Engels were to be found 
on the side of the workers. His observation may be extended: most 
of the fathers of socialism — Owen, Fourier, Saint Simon, the 
Christian Socialists, the Fabians — were either rich bourgeoisie or 
middle-class professionals, and the same is true of nearly all the 
founders of communism; while among Communist Parties every¬ 
where today it is the intellectuals who provide the leadership and 
ideas and in some cases a considerable proportion of the member¬ 
ship as well. 

A demonstration of freely chosen allegiance is severely damag¬ 
ing to Marx's class-struggle theory, since even if his theory of im¬ 
poverishment were true the workers would not necessarily be loyal 
proletarians. Further, even though the workers were somehow to 
think of themselves as a class, they would not on that account 
necessarily be good communists. As Engels put it: 'No man is nat¬ 
urally a socialist by virtue of his class.' There are frequent com¬ 
plaints in the Marx-Engels literature of the lack of revolutionary 
fervor among the English proletariat when England in the nine¬ 
teenth century so obviously had the 'objective' conditions for a 
35. Communist Manifesto. 
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revolution. The complaints — which are somewhat inconsistent if, 
as Engels argued elsewhere, motives are of secondary significance 
in the class struggle, and if economic determinism is true — are 
expressed in such phrases as these: ‘these thick-headed John Bulls’; 
‘inertia . . . pervades the working class in England’; 

. . . the English proletariat is becoming more and more bour¬ 
geois, so that this most bourgeois of all nations is apparently 
aiming ultimately at the possession of a bourgeois aristocracy 
and a bourgeois proletariat as well as a bourgeoisie . . . 

... all revolutionary energy has faded practically entirely 
away from the English proletariat.^^ 

Nothing is indeed harder than to persuade solid trade unionists 
to accept and act on the Marxist theories. Workers left to them¬ 
selves, if socialist at all, are much more likely to evolve a vague 
and sentimental brand of socialism, always with a strong moral 
flavor. Marx did not go wrong in anticipating the political sig¬ 
nificance of the industrial proletariat; where he did go wrong was 
in assuming that the workers would become revolutionary, or act 
through the Communist Party. 

There is often, of course, some measure of solidarity of the poor, 
and of the rich also, although it would not be accurate to describe 
it as a consciousness of economic class. Among the poor it may be 
a kind of ‘fellowship of the disinherited’; while businessmen may 
similarly close ranks when their interests are threatened, even 
though they may not normally be class-conscious. The sociologists 
find many other examples of ‘in-group* behavior below the con¬ 
scious or rational level. The last point has a consequence for the 
class-struggle theory of history which is worth noting. 

Marxists interpret wars and social movements in class terms, 
even though the participants are at the time not aware of the real 
nature of the struggle. A class struggle, they say, may have been 
fought ostensibly over religious or other ideological issues, but in 
Marx’s words: ‘We cannot judge of such a period of transformation 
by its own consciousness.* In language less Marxist, William 

9^4. Selected Correspondence, pp. 102, 115-16, 147, 213. Selected Works, 
1942. I, pp. 45»-<). 

35. Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 356. 



THE CLASS STRUGGLE 


125 


James pointed out we must not fall into the ‘psychological fallacy' 
of believing that the mentality being studied is conscious of itself 
as the psychologist is conscious of it. 

Class struggles of the past have been instinctive, or automatic, 
but the point is that on Marxist theory the ‘right' side won any¬ 
way, that is, the ‘progressive' movement of history went on. To 
insure the overthrow of capitalism, however, it is not enough to 
put our trust in the instinctive movement of the dialectic, but in¬ 
stead the proletariat must be made conscious of its class and of 
its destiny before victory can come. ‘Theory becomes a material 
force as soon as it has gripped the masses.' ‘What they [Marx and 
Engels] did was to give to a relatively blind and instinctive struggle 
the theory which converted it into a conscious struggle with a 
specific plan and purpose.' ®® In Lenin's words: ‘Ideas become 
power when they seize hold of the masses.' 

Hence communists must work overtime to enlighten the workers 
on the ‘real* nature of the issues, and only if the proletariat is 
clearly aware of the underlying forces at work can the revolution 
really be inevitable. Sometimes, however, there is some qualifica* 
tion of this assertion, and it is said to be sufficient if the leaders — 
the self-appointed party vanguard — are in possession of the ad¬ 
vanced theory. In Lenin's words: ‘Socialism can never proceed out 
of the economic or social developments without the directive aid 
of men who have grasped the theoretical implications,' and the 
leaders must ‘aspire to elevate spontaneity to consciousness.' 

These considerations reveal another of the dualisms inherent in 
Marx's social theory. On the one side the movements of history go 
on even though the participants are not conscious of what they 
are ‘really' fighting for, or even think it is over something quite 
different; on the other side the proletariat, or at any rate its leaders, 
must have a clear grasp of the theory behind it all if the move¬ 
ments are to succeed. This difference between the overthrow of 
capitalism and the overthrow of earlier economic systems is no¬ 
where analyzed in Marxism, although it is often asserted. 

In his class-struggle thesis Marx regarded the class as all- 
important, the individual as nothing in his effect on history. 

36. Marx, Selected Essays, New York, 1926, p. s6. Stalin, Leninism, p. 418. 
Jackson, op. cit. p. 25. 
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If I speak of individuals, it is only insofar as they are per¬ 
sonifications of economic categories, representatives of special 
class relations and class interests.'** 

Such a view, as with Hegel, continually leads to a playing down 
of the role of the individual. Perhaps it needed some playing down 
in Marx's day, and for that matter maybe it still does, in face of 
the let-us-now-praise-famous-men school of history writing. In¬ 
dividual differences may often be ignored for certain purposes — 
as when one is dealing with voters' lists, actuarial figures, popula¬ 
tion studies, or other statistical measurements. In the same way 
it may be said that science is not interested in the unique event. 
Nevertheless, it is the leaders who activate the social process, it is 
people who follow' and take part in movements as individuals, and 
statistical probabilities are often upset when we deal with social 
behavior. It is not surprising therefore that the typical class be¬ 
havior postulated by Marx, and by other social analysts, so often 
fails to materialize. 

A further difficulty with Marx's conception of ownership or lack 
of it as the overriding interest uniting people in a class is that 
groupings may be formed on the basis of any common interest; 
and this exj)lains how harmony of economic interest, as well as 
conflict, can arise. We see this demonstrated clearly when labor 
and management unite to exploit the consumer by a tariff or a 
policy of price maintenance, or when they join to promote restric¬ 
tive immigration laws. I'he truth is that throughout society, as in 
the family, there is both co-operation and conflict, and the co¬ 
operation is, if anything, more important. 

Just as Marx took insufficient notice of the co-operation, so he 
failed to do justice to other conflicts and cleavages than those of 
capital and labor: for example, those between urban and rural 
dwellers, between stockholder and manager, unskilled and skilled 
worker, lender and borrower; conflicts between industries, occu 
pations, regions, and countries. A clash between private interests 
and between private and public interest can occur at a multitude 
of points and it is mere obscurantism to assert that all such clashes 
may be ignored, or subsumed under a general two-class category. 
Only a dialectician is capable of such gross simplification. 

38 . Capital, i, p. 864. 
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The modern world is especially liable to sectional economic con¬ 
flicts by virtue of its stress upon goods and services as the measure 
of the standard of living. Broadly speaking, society lives by a 
material and this-worldly philosophy in which money, and what 
it can bring, is the common measure of success. The general level 
of production rises slowly, but any one group can benefit to an 
almost unlimited extent at the expense of others. A great many 
ol the conflicts that cKCur in the political and economic life of the 
democracies can be explained only by reference to this clash of 
sectional interests. 

Two of the great categories of the modern world deserve special 
mention: the first is the farming community, neither capital nor 
labor in outlook but often hostile to both, a group that has been 
and continues to be a weak spot in the Marxist analysis. The role 
to be played by the peasantry has led to great differences within 
the communist camp, including differences between Lenin and 
Trotsky. Democratic socialist parties, too, have often been sorely 
perplexed about how to appeal effectively for farmers’ support, 
and at the same time to stand upon the principle of public owner¬ 
ship of resources, including land. 

Marxists often assert that Marx and Engels paid great attention 
to 'the peasant question.’ In the sense that they wrote about it now 
and then, this may be true, but it is also misleading. The gist of 
the peasant question to Marx w^as that the discontent of the peas¬ 
ants might be used by the communists for revolutionary purposes, 
but their role was to be secondary; they were expected to find 
their natural ally and leader in the town proletariat. Marx applied 
his industrial diagnosis to farming: just as handicrafts and small 
manid’acturing gave way to machine mass production, so, Marx 
thought, the same process would quickly eliminate the peasant 
and independent farmer, and replace them by wage workers in 
large-scale, heavily capitalized agricultural units. People do not 
like being told they are doomed, or obsolete, so it is no w’onder 
Marxism usually makes little appeal to farmers. But when modern 
communist parties hush up Marx and put forward plans for giving 
more land to the peasants they at once touch a responsive chord.®® 

39. For a study of the relation of Marxist and Peasant Parties in Southeast 
Europe see David Mitrany, Marx against the Peasant, London, 1951. 
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The other great division is the national. As Marx saw it: 'The 
working men have no country'; ‘National dillerences and antag¬ 
onism between peoples are daily more and more vanishing . . 

It w'as perhaps a natural enough conclusion to draw Irom the 
course of economic development in the nineteenth century, at 
least in free-trade England; but since politics is not a mere ‘re¬ 
flection* of economics, patriotism and nationalist policies of vari¬ 
ous kinds have been greater forces in world affairs than Marx 
foresaw. 

What has come to be known as the ‘National question* occupies 
a prominent place in later Marxist literature. The Marxist author¬ 
ity is Stalin’s book, Marxism and the National and Colonial Ques¬ 
tion, written before 1914.*^ But even with this to guide us, it is not 
easy to find any consistent theory. 

In general, Marx expected the future to bring a nation-less as 
well as a classless society, nations being regarded as a ‘historical 
category’ typical only of the capitalist era. Marx had nothing but 
scorn for such nationalities as Czechs and Poles. 

In terms of attitudes and tactics, rather than of explanatory 
theory, it is no easier to find consistency. Yet Marxists were com¬ 
pelled to take a stand for or against certain nations, if only when 
war broke out. On lines of economic determinism the only tenable 
attitude, which Marx himself usually adopted, was to support the 
nation whose cause in war would favor economic development and 
hence growth of the proletarian movement. But the general prin¬ 
ciple had to be interpreted. Did it, for instance, always point to 
support for the more economically advanced nation against the 
more backward nation? In specific cases therefore a difference of 
opinion often appeared in Marxist circles as to which nation rep¬ 
resented for the time being the ‘advancing historical forces.’ 

In a similar way Lenin and Stalin regarded some of the wars for 
national independence in Western Europe in the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries as ‘progressive,’ that is, w^aged by the rising 
bourgeoisie and hence an advance over feudal rule; a necessary 

40. Communist Manifesto. 

41. English edition, Moscow. 1940. 

42. On the Marxist attitude toward war see E. H. Carr, The Bolshevik Revo¬ 
lution, London, 1953, iii, pp. 549(1. 
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Stage in the building of capitalism. Eastern Europe and Asia were 
expected to go through the same stage in the twentieth century. 

Unfortunately, in the twentieth century Lenin had come out 
with his theory that wars-betw^een nations, being mere capitalist 
quarrels, were all equally to be condemned. Like Marx, he scofled 
at the distinction between aggressive and defensive wars. His as¬ 
sumption was that all nations were bourgeois. He was therefore 
(onipelled to work out a new tactic for the proletarian movement. 
Accordingly he advocated resistance by the proletariat to all na¬ 
tional-capitalist wars, and their conversion into civil wars. It w^as 
easier for the Russian Bolsheviks to take this internationalist line, 
because the Russian state (although not a bourgeois state) was 
clearly their enemy and legal political activity was circumscribed. 
It was harder for social democrats and communists in Western 
Europe to take the same attitude, since the state was not so ob¬ 
viously the enemy, trade unions and Marxists flourished openly, 
and the workers often had a stake in the country and were on the 
whole susceptible to patriotic appeals. The clearest example, per¬ 
haps, was Germany, where the alliance between socialism and 
nationalism had been forged by Lassalle and taken advantage of 
by Bismarck. 

One problem remains however. What of a war for national in¬ 
dependence, the struggle, say, of a colonial territory against a cap¬ 
italist country with a strong proletarian movement? Marx himself 
was of two minds on this, and economic determinism is no guide. 
Lenin's prescription was, on the surface, plain: support the back¬ 
ward country if this wdll further the revolution wdthin the capitalist 
nation. (The responsibility of a ‘socialist' country with colonies 
never seems to have crossed his mind.) 

In giving this advice, as in asking the proletariat to turn every 
war into a class w'ar, Lenin, like most zealous Marxists, overlooked 
the psychological fact that proletarians are also keen patriots, and 
the economic fact that their interests often coincide with the na¬ 
tional interest. 

7 'he simple truth that there is no overriding identity of interest 
between workers, or capitalists, of different countries militate.s 
strongly against the international class struggle. Neither class in¬ 
terest, in the Marxist sense, nor the internationalism of any of the 
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great world religions has yet proved strong enough to overshadow 
national loyalties. The predominant strength of patriotism was 
widely illustrated at the outbreak of the war in 1914 when the 
greater part of the socialist parties in all countries fell in behind 
their governments, a step which Lenin heatedly and vainly con¬ 
demned as ‘social chauvinism.’ In a later day, too, communists in 
Germany (heavily influenced by Moscow) tragically failed to gauge 
accurately the powerful and terrible appeal of nationalist senti¬ 
ments in that country, and by following instead their paralyzing 
diagnosis of Fascism as ‘the last stage of capitalism in decline,' they 
contributed much, especially after 1928, to the rise of National 
Socialism and the dow nfall of democracy. 

It remains to be seen whether the threat of atomic destruction 
can perform what economic and religious forces have so far failed 
to accomplish, and break down national prejudices sulliciently to 
insure world peace. 



The first great step is always the organization of the 
workers into an independent political party. 

Engels. 

A revolution is only possible when both these fac¬ 
tors, the modern productive forces and the bour¬ 
geois productive forms, come in collision with one 
another. Marx. 

He who recognizes only the class struggle is not yet 
a Marxist ... A Marxist is one who extends the 
acceptance of the class struggle to the acceptance of 
the dictatorship ot the proletariat . . . On this 

touchstone it is necessary to test a real understand¬ 
ing and acceptance of Marxism. Lfmn. 

The dictatorship itself only constitutes the transi¬ 

tion to the abolition of all classes and to a classless 
society. marx.i 


5 

Party, Revolution, and 
Dictatorship of the Proletariat 


I 

Althodgh Marx relieved that the downfall of capitalism wras in¬ 
evitable, he did not think that the class struggle of modern times 
could be relied upon to achieve its ends blindly as it had done in 
the past. There was an essential role to be played by communists, 
and it is that role which is examined here. 

The first question which may be asked is: should the communists 

1. Engels. Selected Correspondence, p. 450; Marx. Selected Correspondence, 
p. 57. and Selected Works, 1942. fi. p. 299. Lenin. State and Revolution (in 
Towards the Seizure of Power) New York, 1932, 11, p. 176. 
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form their own political party? The Communist Manifesto gives 
the impression that they should not. ‘The Communists do not form 
a separate party opposed to other working class parties. I'hey have 
no interests separate and apart from those of the proletariat as a 
whole.* Instead they are to ally themselves with all progressive 
parties: now with Social Democrats, now with Radicals, now with 
the party of agrarian reform, and even with the bourgeoisie when 
the latter are fighting against the older regime, and ‘support every 
revolutionary movement against the existing social and political 
order of things.* 

In whatever temporary alliance may be made, communists are 
to distinguish themselves by continually emphasizing the common 
class interests of the proletariat and the vital property question. 
Because of their greater theoretical grasp of history they are ‘the 
most advanced and resolute section of the working class parties 
of every country.* ‘Finally, they labor everywhere for the union and 
agreement of the democratic parties of all countries.* 

The Communist League, for which the Manifesto was wTitten, 
was not a political party in the ordinary sense, but rather a propa¬ 
ganda and discussion agency, while the German communists at tliat 
time w’ere merely a wing of the larger Democratic (lower middle 
class) Party. Moreover, the First International of the iSGo’s, in 
wdiich Marx played a large part, was also not a party but a weak 
federal organization loosely united around the Marxist philosophy. 
Even the Second International, founded in 1889 in Paris after 
Marx’s death, although formally Marxist, contained members with 
a variety of social philosophies.- 

In view of all this, where do modern communists derive their 
policy of a separate communist party? The answer is from Marx 
himself. If one turns from the Manifesto to Marx*s Address of the 
Central Council to the Communist League, written tw'o years later, 
quite specific recommendations are found. A definite program was 
given for the organization of the Workers* Party (whose nucleus 

s. The Third International (the Ck>mintern), founded in 1919 under Russian 
influence, was strictly communist from the start. The non-communist element 
withdrew and in 1923 formed a different international. The Ck>mintern was 
abolished in 1945 amid a great fanfare of publicity. The present Cominform 
establisheii in 1947 may in many resp<*cts. however, be jusily regarded as the 
successor to the Comintern. 
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was the Communist League) in Germany, and in the detailed pre¬ 
scription which Marx gave on tactics, the need for a separate party 
was taken for granted throughout. The question of party is also 
explicit if we rely on the evidence of Engels, as given in the quota¬ 
tion at the head of this chapter, and in the following: 

For the proletariat to be strong enough to conquer on the day 
of decision, it is necessary, and this view Marx and I have up¬ 
held since 1847, that it should form its own party, separated 
from all others and opposed to them, a class conscious, class 
party.® 

There are many such comments in the writings of Marx and 
Engels. 

llie question of whether or not there should be a communist 
party is more apparent than real, and arises from Marx’s single- 
minded point of view. He was of the opinion that there would, and 
perhaps could, be only one genuine party of the proletariat, what¬ 
ever its name; and that the only possible philosophy it could hold 
was that of communism. Any other parties bidding for the alle¬ 
giance of the workers, such as the French Socialists, he regarded as 
not genuine workers' parties at all but assorted groupings wdth 
assorted views, who at their best were petty bourgeois and preoc¬ 
cupied with what Lenin later called ‘constitutional nonsense.’ 
One may conclude therefore that Marxism has always implied a 
separate political party, and that in this respect modern com¬ 
munist parties are in the true Marxist tradition. 

At the same time there is a considerable difference between the 
nature of the party as it was conceived by Marx and Engels and as 
later developed by Lenin. Marx seems to have had in mind a mass 
party, officered by communist intellectuals who would provide the 
advanced theory and the leadership, yet with the rank and file 
sharing actively in the discussion and the decisions; a party, in 
brief, rather like the type of political party usually found in the 
democracies. 

About 1900, when he was in exile and writing for the paper 
Iskra (The Spark), Lenin sought to draw lessons from the failure of 
the Marxists to achieve power in any country. He thereupon formu- 

5. Selected Works, 194s, 11, p. 28. 
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lated a new policy and his reasoning, set forth in his pamphlet 
What Is To Be Done?, ran thus: with the advance of capitalism, dis¬ 
content would grow, but the proletariat would not automatically 
become class-conscious and revolutionary. They would, he thought, 
if left to themselves tend to become bourgeois or at best merely 
‘trade-union conscious.’ I'he peasantry, too, were hopelessly petty 
bourgeois in outlook, and both classes must therefore have class 
consciousness brought to them, "from xciihont* by party intellec¬ 
tuals. 

Marx and Engels would have had no cjuarrel with this, for they 
held much the same sentiments, but l^nin went even farther. The 
communist party must be small, ‘narrow,’ ‘unified,’ a professional 
organization of revolutiemists,’ to dirret and dominate the prole¬ 
tariat; not a party democratically controlled by the workers, but 
instead one that controlled the workers. Membership was to be 
confined to those who played an active part in the organization. A 
close watch must be maintained over doctrine, and those who 
dissented even on minor points of tactics must be expelled. The 
old Marxist slogan that ‘the emancipation of the workers must be 
the task of the working class itself’ was now given a somewhat 
different meaning, and the working class was to inarch toward revo¬ 
lution directed by an organization whose closest parallel is the 
military. Soon the party was in fact being described as ‘the military 
staff of the proletariat.’ ‘It is the conversion of the authority of ideas 
into the authority of power, the subordination of the lower Party 
bodies to the higher Party bodies.’ ^ In a word, the party is now 
monolithic. 

We ought, of course, to remember the context of Lenin’s ad¬ 
vocacy of this kind of party. He was writing a tactical policy to meet 
the special conditions in Russia, where it was im[X)ssible for an 
open Marxist party to operate. A mass-organization party, in oppo¬ 
sition, is not possible under any despotism. His prescription is best 
thought of as one suitable for an underground movement. Hence, 
too, his stipulation that all the secret side of the work should be 
concentrated into the hands of ‘a dozen experienced revolution¬ 
ists,’ supported by a limited amount of open work in the trade 

4. Lenin, The Iskra Period, pp. 185!!. Stalin, Foundations of Leninism, 
Handbook, p. 843. 
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unions. It was not so much, at first, a theory of a party suited to all 
times and places — although it became that later when his ideas 
hardened into orthodoxy — as the shaping of an instrument to 
make a revolution inside Russia. 

Yet, even after making all due allowance, one sees that Lenin’s 
new theory of the party was a great break within the Marxist tradi¬ 
tion. It is a clue to the understanding of many other of his adapta¬ 
tions. Marxism, like nearly all revolutionary or protest movements, 
liad included a genuinely liberal and humanitarian strain, which 
Lenin now rejected. Along with this went an abandonment of the 
belief in reason and the powers of persuasion. There was to be no 
waiting until a combination of circumstances and propaganda won 
over an increasing and finally irresistible number of workers to 
communist views. Not only was it hopeless to expect the bour¬ 
geoisie to change — Marx also thought this — but now Lenin gave 
u[) the proletariat, too, as hopeless. The workers were regarded as 
too stupid to see where their own real interests lay, and hence the 
revolution must be engineered for them by the party. The indis¬ 
pensable function of the workers was to act as followers. They need 
not be consulted, still less would they determine policy, for was not 
the elite party after all acting on their behalf, with full under¬ 
standing of the real interests and historic destiny of the proletariat? 
The same attitude toward the masses may be seen on every hand, 
among impatient fanatics who believe themselves to be the chosen 
instruments of fate, called upon to build a new world. 

Ry 1903 Lenin’s ideas on the party and on other matters had 
become official, and it was over the Leninist interpretation that the 
Russian Social Democratic (Marxist) Party split into Bolshevik 
(majority) and Menshevik (minority) factions. Trotsky, Martov, 
and, later on, Plekhanov and many others differed sharply, prefer¬ 
ring to build a party organized on more democratic lines, and so 
went over to the Mensheviks. For most of the time thereafter, until 
1917, the Mensheviks were actually in a majority within the Social 
Democratic Party. 

When put to the test in Russia in 1917, Lenin’s Bolsheviks (re¬ 
named the Communist Party) succeeded in obtaining and holding 
power. Once they controlled the state, the Bolsheviks imposed their 
ideas of the nature of the party by force. Success is a powerful 
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argument, and the Communist Party model has accordingly been 
copied elsewhere. The theory of the centralized exclusive party in 
every country, joined in membership in the Third (Communist) 
International where the Russian Party always dominated, also ex¬ 
plains why the Moscow^ line is always followed abroad, so that joint 
action with other parties, when it has occasionally been taken, has 
always been too little and too late to prevent the victory of right- 
wing dictatorships. The refusal of the communists to join with 
other working-class parties in the early 1930’s did much to pave 
the way for tlie Nazi victory in Germany. Vet other parties ought 
to have no delusions if they should happen to be supported by a 
communist party. Marx’s advice to the Communist League in the 
1850’s had been little more than to work with other parties to make 
temporary use of them, and then to destroy them. Lenin repeated 
the same advice almost ad nauseam. As the postwar history of East¬ 
ern Europe shows, too, other parties co-o|)crate with the Com¬ 
munist Party in the sure prospect of absorption or suppression. In 
the Soviet Union the party is in full control of all the institutions 
in the country, whether political as laid down in the constitution, 
or economic such as the trade unions. T he }>arty, and more espe¬ 
cially the inner circle of its central committee, the Presidium, is 
the nerve center of everything, and it was as Secretary-General of 
the party rather than as leader of the State that Stalin was able 
to exercise his tremendous influence. It is through the party that 
the ambitious Russian must, and in fact can, hope to rise to a high 
position. The party more than anything else welds together the 
diverse nationalities of the federated republics. And with the pass¬ 
ing of time the party appears to permit less and less ‘democracy,’ 
i.e. discussion of policy, within its ranks. Decisions are made more 
and more by the top, and then rigidly enforced with all the in¬ 
struments of control at the disposal of a totalitarian state. 

Stalin thus went even farther than Lenin intended. However 
much he believed in strict party rule, Lenin did allow an element 
of free discussion in the top echelons of the party, while Stalin 
moved away even from that. There must be no ‘factions'; ‘the Party 
is strengthened by purging itself of opportunist elements.' But it is 
merely the logical and tragic conclusion of Lenin's decision in 1902, 
a decision for a course of action which Lenin deluded himself 
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would be only temporary, because required only by the special Rus¬ 
sian circumstances.® 

il 

In the Cojnmunist Manifesto Marx had something to say on the 
immediate program as well as on the ultimate aims of communists. 
The immediate program, he noted, would differ in different coun¬ 
tries, but ‘in the most advanced countries the following will be 
pretty generally applicable*: 

1. Abolition of property in land and application of all rents 
of land to public purposes. 

2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax. 

3. Abolition of all right of inheritance. 

4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels. 

5. Centrali/aiion of credit in the hands of the state, by means 
of a national bank with state capital and an exclusive 
monopoly. 

6. Centralization of means of communication and transport 
in the hands of the state. 

7. Extension of factories and instruments of production 
owned by the state; the bringing into cultivation of waste 
lands, and the improvement of the soil generally in accord¬ 
ance with a common plan. 

8. Equal obligation of all to work. Establishment of indus¬ 
trial armies, especially for agriculture. 

g. Combination of agriculture and manufacturing indus¬ 
tries; gradual abolition of all the distinction between town 
and country, by a more equable distribution of population 
over the country. 

10. Free education for all children in public schools. Aboli¬ 
tion of children's factory labor in its present form. Com¬ 
bination of education with industrial production, et 
cetera. 

The list is a kind of party platform, setting forth the practical 
political reforms for which the communists of Marx's day should 

5. Foundations of Leninism, Handbook, pp. 858-3. B. Russell, Roads to 
Freedom, London, 1935, p. 108. 
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agitate.® Some of them, for instance the second and tenth, are now 
accepted commonplaces; others, such as the fifth and sixth, are sub¬ 
stantially accepted, while the democracies have gone far toward 
adopting most of the remainder. 

Resembling as it did a party platform, the Manifesto could be 
expected to show a certain circumspection in dealing with topical 
issues on which there might be genuine differences of opinion 
among proletarians of different countries. Doubtless for that reason 
Marx and Engels said nothing in the Manifesto on such controver¬ 
sies as the demands of the Chartists, or the subject of free trade 
versus protection. In their other writings they did comment on 
these matters, and for the most part seem to have adopted the usual 
conventional views, advocating free trade for an industrialized 
country (England) and protection for less developed countries such 
as Ireland or the United States. 

Of more importance, how^ever, is that Marx saw no possibility of 
conflict between the short-run program and the ultimate revolu¬ 
tionary objective; and Plekhanov after him also argued that they 
both have their place and are not opposed. Yet they do conflict, and 
as a result communists are always confronted with an embarrassing 
situation. The more successful the short-run program, the less revo¬ 
lutionary the w-orkers become; so that nowdiere is revolutionary 
communism less appealing than in the wealthy industrialized coun¬ 
tries where so much of the program has been attained. Once more 
we come back to the fact that Marx was not really convinced that 
any substantial reforms could be achieved under capitalism, or 
that if they were achieved they would alter the essential nature of 
capitalism and make it tolerable. Marxists usually talk in the lan¬ 
guage of Aristotelian 'essences' and hence are rarely convinced by 
an appeal to experience. 

Ill 

The nature and role of the party in the class struggle derive their 
meaning only from Marx’s theory of revolution. When Marx spoke 

6. The demands of the Central Committee of the Communist League (1850) 
for Germany included: a republican form of government, adult franchise at 
twenty-one, the payment of M.P.’s, universal arming of the people, the free 
administration of justice, and limitation of the right of inheritance. Selected 
Works, 1942, II, pp. 17-19. 
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of revolution he was of course thinking of what might be called 
'socially significant* revolutions. Others, such as the palace revolu¬ 
tions of the South American type, Marx would dismiss as without 
significance, and Stalin in turn called them ‘toy rebellions.* 

I'he first point to note is Marx's attitude toward the use of 
violence. Unlike the Nihilists, he did not idealize violence as such, 
although the use of force is often mentioned in Marxist literature, 
and Marx himself set the tone with his dictum that ‘force is the 
midwife of every old society pregnant with a new one.* Marx and 
Engels were rather more exuberant believers in violence in their 
younger days, but later tended to regard it as a necessary evil. Marx 
may personally have preferred that capitalism should be superseded 
peacefully, but he showed no signs of believing that this was 
possible, except once or twice in rather casual references to Eng¬ 
land, Holland, and the United States. He believed that a resort to 
violence by the proletariat would be necessary for two reasons. 

In the first and original Marxist case, the veiled civil war which 
he regarded as endemic in capitalism must give way to an open 
war, with the proletariat as the aggressor. This belief made a cer¬ 
tain amount of sense in 1848, since in face of the autocratic gov¬ 
ernments of Europe there was in fact no way open for the prole¬ 
tariat to gain power except by violent means. With the broaden¬ 
ing down of the franchise to include the proletariat, however, the 
communists would be able to thrive on legal methods, as Engels, 
Plekhanov, and later Marxists noted. Yet faced with the prospect 
of a legal proletarian victory by ballot in the democracies, the 
entrenched bourgeoisie, so Marxists believed, would not hesitate to 
use force and hence could be met and overcome only by force. 

The second case is therefore a more subtle Marxist position and 
was adopted in view of the patently non-revolutionary attitude of 
the proletariat. The proletariat might form a government by peace¬ 
ful voting, but once they tried in all seriousness to dislodge the 
bourgeoisie from economic power and from control of the organs 
of state, a counter-revolution would ensue — with the bourgeoisie 
as aggressor — and in self-defense the proletarian government 
would be compelled to take up arms to consolidate the revolution. 
In either case, open warfare, or what Engels called a ‘democratic 
revolution by force,* was inevitable and, however reluctantly, the 
proletariat would be compelled to fight. 
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Marxists make great play with the slogan that no ruling class in 
history has ever given up its power without a struggle. The histori¬ 
cal generalization is partly true, partly a trick statement. Common 
experience bears out that any privileged class or group will tend to 
universalize its privileges, to resist change, and is unlikely willingly 
to give up its privileges or position. But the real question is 
whether the unwilling surrender of privilege, especially control 
of the government, can be effected only by civil war. A detailed 
examination of historical transfers of power and privileges cannot 
be made here. It is in any case largely beside the point, because un¬ 
less peaceful and constitutional provision for a change of govern¬ 
ment is prov ided — which was seldom true except in recent history 
— no other way than that of forcible change is possible. In addi¬ 
tion, unless history repeats itself — which is a thesis impossible 
to establish — what has happened in the past can give no certain 
rule for the future, although it may give a degree of plausibility. 

The question is also too sharply put. What is a ruling class? In 
Marxist theory, history has seen only a few specimens, the ruling 
classes of slavery, feudalism, capitalism. Obviously the transition 
from one to the other of these historical epochs (even granting w'hat 
is not true for most of the world, a sequence of these three steps) 
was a long, slow business, in which many influences, including 
wars, played a part. There was certainly no dramatic overthrow 
of one system and its replacement by another, in the way in which 
Marx foretold the end of capitalism. 

If a ruling class is defined more broadly and realistically, history 
will, as usual, be found to speak with several voices. For instance, it 
required a revolution to shake off the rule of Britain from the 
American colonics, and Ireland, too, had to make a display of force 
in a later day; but in the cases of Canada, New Zealand, Australia, 
India, Pakistan, and Burma, the transfer of sovereignty proceeded 
peacefully and the same is true of the separation of Norway from 
Sweden, and of Iceland from Denmark. The white population in 
South Africa may also be regarded as a ruling class, which, how¬ 
ever, if it keeps on with its present policies, is hardly likely to be 
persuaded to share its power with the non-whites by anything short 
of civil war. 

In the case of the transfer of political power from the landed 
interests to the bourgeoisie in Britain, there is some uncertainty in 
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Marxist circles. It seems to be agreed by historians, and was often 
noted by Marx, that the first Reform Act of 1832 effectually ended 
the monopoly of the landed aristocracy as the ruling class. Now 
the relevant point about the Reform Act is that the landed inter¬ 
ests did not resort to civil war, but reluctantly gave way in the end 
rather than fight, so that it must be considered as a peaceful shift 
of power from a ruling class. There was never, of course, any com¬ 
plete ‘transfer of power* from one class to another. It may perhaps 
be called a sharing of power, since the influence of the landed aris¬ 
tocracy continued far into the nineteenth century, and for that 
matter is felt to some extent even today. 

Since this judgment could hardly be approved by Marxists, they 
tend to deny that a transfer took place in 1832, and prefer to look 
back upon the civil-war period of the 1640’s as marking the real and 
forcible overthrow of the landed class; an event of which the par¬ 
ticipants in the political struggle of 1832 were singularly unaware. 
Engels tried to have it both ways, stating that the civil war was a 
bourgeois victory, but that a fresh struggle w^as needed in the 1830’s, 
He called the 1688 Revolution a ‘class compromise,’ by which ‘the 
political spoils w^ent to land owners, and economic power to the 
bourgeoisie . . .’ Marx thought sometimes that the landed oli¬ 
garchy was still in control of England in 1869." We need not enter 
upon the fruitless controversy, since the historical process was es¬ 
sentially a long one in which the civil war, the Glorious Revolution 
of 1688, the Reform Act, and many other events were merely stages 
and not sharp corners or ‘leaps,’ of which indeed there are very few 
in history. 

Marxism is also divided over the victory of German capitalism. 
Some Marxists say it occurred in the seventeenth century, but Marx 
thought that Germany was still feudal in 1850, the year in which 
he expected a bourgeois revolution. He admitted that the bourgeois 
revolution failed. Since another did not take place, are we to con¬ 
clude either (a) that Germany is still feudal, or (b) that it became 
bourgeois without a class war? 

Historical analogies aside, what concerns us most today, as it did 


7. Selected Works, 1942* i, pp. 406, 409. Selected Correspondence, pp. 88, 279. 
Cf. also Marx on The English Revolution, in Selected Essays, op. cit., and 
Durbin, op. cit. pp. 19311 
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Marx, is the theory of the necessity of violence for the overthrow 
of capitalism. Now% it is unlikely in the extreme that the votes of 
the industrial proletariat alone could win an electoral victory for 
communism. For one thing there are not enough of them, and they 
are steadily becoming a smaller proportion of the employed in all 
industrialized countries, so that the votes of the salariat and new 
middle classes are also necessary. But these latter voters are not 
attracted by the prospect of a violent revolution, and it is difficult 
enough, as most labor parties know to their sorrow, to get them to 
vote even lor democratic socialism. In the absence of a complete 
breakdown of the economic system, for which again there is no 
precedent or evidence, surely the opposite of Marx’s thesis is nearer 
the truth: that capitalism in the democracies can be transformed 
07 ily by peaceful methods. But where capitalism exists in non- 
democratic countries, the Marxist or any other forcible solution 
may well be more realistic. 


IV 

The great question that must now be asked of Marx is: when 
did he think the revolution would break out, that is, at what stage 
and under what conditions of capitalism? I'herc is one main theory 
in Marx on this point, with traces of a second which has been 
further developed by later communists. First, let us take the main 
theory. Here the answ’er is beyond dispute: the revolution will 
come only when the ‘objective possibilities’ are present, when capi¬ 
talism is ripe, when the productive forces have outgrown the exist¬ 
ing property relations. The dialectical processes of history can 
never be telescoped or by-passed. Marx was quite definite: 

No social order can ever disappear before all the productive 
forces for which there is room in it have been developed; and 
new higher relations of production never appear before the 
material conditions of their existence have matured in the 
womb of the old society itself. 

[Society] can neither overleap the natural phases of evolution, 
nor shuffle them out of the world by decrees. But this much at 
least it can do; it can shorten and lessen the birth-pangs . . . 
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A country in which industrial development is more advanced 
than in others, simply presents those others with a picture of 
their own future. 

And Engels: 

Revolutions are not made intentionally and arbitrarily, but 
everywhere and always they have been the necessary con¬ 
sequences of conditions which were wholly independent 
of the will and direction of individual parties and entire 
classes.® 

All this, and much more in the same vein, is quite clear in Marx 
and Engels: the economic revolution must precede the political; 
one system must play out its historic role before another can suc¬ 
ceed it. Revolutions of this kind cannot be made to order, but when 
the conditions are fulfilled, the revolution is inevitable; when the 
egg is ready to hatch the shell will be broken: ‘the economic revolu¬ 
tion must be followed by a political one, for the latter is only the 
expression of the former.' The coup de grace would be given, 
Marx thought, during a trade crisis or perhaps during a war. Asked 
by an American labor delegate to the Soviet Union when the revo¬ 
lution would occur, Stalin was much more cagey, and replied that 
‘such a revolution can unfold itself only under certain favourable 
economic and political conditions.’ ® 

There is no need to dw^ell on this, for, as we have seen, capitalism 
has not developed along the lines envisaged by Marx: the will to 
revolution is therelore not present in the Western democracies and 
in any case the nature of modern weapons of warfare has made al¬ 
most obsolete the old conception of violent proletarian revolution 
with its barricades and popular uprisings. Given the appropriate 
economic, social, and other conditions, no doubt a coup d'etat may 
be engineered by communists, or by any other unscrupulous party, 
or a revolution may occur on the Russian model, but we need no 
Marx to tell us this. Even more important, as shown by the ex¬ 
amples of Germany, Austria, and Hungary after the 1914-18 war, 
there is no guarantee w'hatever that seizure of power will result in 

8. Marx, Selected Works, 1942, 1, p. 557; Capital, i, pp. 863, 864; Engels, 
Principles of Communism, p. 13. 

9. Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 80. 
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a lasting proletarian victory. (Premature seizure of power is known 
in Marxist language as *Blanquism’ after Louis Blanqui, a revolu¬ 
tionary who for a few hours was head of a provisional government 
in Paris toward the end of the Franco-Prussian war.) 

The obvious and correct Marxist reply to this must be that such 
revolutions were premature because capitalism in these countries 
was then immature. As Marx wrote in an early essay: 

If, therefore, the proletariat should overthrow the political 
rule of the bourgeoisie its victory would only be temporary, 
so long as the material conditions which would render neces¬ 
sary the abolition of the bourgeois mode of production . . . 
had not yet been created in the course of historical develop- 
ment.^** 

Unfortunately for Marxism this not only would account for the 
failure of the Hungarian and other post-igiS ventures but would 
rule out, a fortiori, the Russian Revolution itself. 

It is then useless to stage a premature revolution, nor can a revo¬ 
lution be just willed into existence: fifteen, twenty, fifty years of 
wars and class-conscious training may have to come first. A rather 
different but interesting question arises in regard to the com¬ 
munist tactics that should be employed in pre-capitalist or under¬ 
developed countries. Again, Marx’s main theory is clear: ‘They [the 
workers] can and must take part in the middle class revolution, as 
a condition preliminary to the Labor revolution.’ “ That is why 
he believed the proletariat in England, as in the Chartist move¬ 
ment, should work with the free traders and tlie Anti-Corn Law 
League. Similarly the proletariat was right to support the bourgeois 
revolution in France in 1789. Marx thought that once the powerful, 
industrialized areas such as Western Europe and North America 
had gone through the revolution, they would dominate and set the 
pace for the rest of the world. In the meantime, then, on Marx's 
argument communists ought to do their best to further the cause 
of capitalism in all backward areas of the world, since capitalism 
is a necessary stage before the revolution. There is something 
attractive about the picture of an alliance of capitalists and com- 

10. Selected Essays, p. 137. 

11. Ibid. p. 161. Selected Correspondence, p. 92. 
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munists setting out, for different reasons, to industrialize the unde¬ 
veloped countries, but it is quite fanciful. When put to the test of 
action, as in Russia in 1917, communists soon threw over their sup¬ 
port of the bourgeois Kerensky regime, under which capitalism 
would have been developed to a riper stage, and set up instead their 
full-fledged dictatorship of the proletariat. Nor do the Russians to¬ 
day show much enthusiasm for the United Nations Technical As¬ 
sistance Program. 

Apologists of the Soviet Union tend to put forward two con¬ 
tradictory defenses of the Russian revolution. To harmonize the 
revolution with Marx s main theory they try to prove that Russia 
was really a highly industrialized country in 1917, with the roots of 
capitalism going back for centuries. But they also point to the 
backwardness of Russia in 1917, in contrast with the present in¬ 
dustrialization. in order to show the great achievements of the 
Soviet regime. There were in fact some three to four million urban 
workers in Russia in 1917, and although largely unorganized they, 
like the peasants, who formed 80 per cent of the population, were 
ripe for revolution because of the extraordinary conditions pre¬ 
vailing in that year (see p. 150). 

About Marx’s main theory of the conditions under which the 
revolution would occur there can be no mistake. Yet the revolution 
has not in fact taken place in any largely industrialized country, 
but on the contrary has taken place only in Russia and other com¬ 
paratively less industrialized countries. Since Marx’s main theory 
will not serve, communists must find some other explanation of 
this apparently embarrassing turn of events. 

The later communist theory bases itself on Marx’s ad hoc pam¬ 
phlet to which reference was made earlier, the 1850 Address of the 
Central Council to the Communist League, In 1850 he was firmly 
convinced that revolution was just around the corner in Germany, 
and the Address was written to give tactical advice to the com¬ 
munists in Germany concerning the part they were to play in 
the forthcoming bourgeois revolution. 

The advice Marx gave to the communists was that they should 
work with the Democratic Party (which Marx diagnosed as a petty- 
bourgeois group) so long as they both faced a common enemy, 
but once the enemy was vanquished and the petty bourgeoisie 
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showed signs of resting on their laurels, the communists should 
press on toward proletarian victory. To this end, they must set 
up their own organizations, encourage instances of popular re¬ 
venge, employ conspiratorial methods, form revolutionary work¬ 
ers* governments, organize an independent militia from the armed 
proletariat, resist disarmament if necessary by force, and ‘make 
the revolution permanent . . . until the proletariat has conquered 
state power.* By ‘permanent* Marx in this context meant continu¬ 
ing, in the sense that the communists should press on, far beyond 
the bourgeois, constitutional reforms, w'hich would satisfy the 
Democratic Party. In substance, Marx was advising the communists 
to seize power as soon as they could. They would be compelled to 
seize power or to submit to suppression, for obviously no govern¬ 
ment could tolerate for long an armed, rioting conspiracy. What 
they should do after seizing power in a pre-capitalist country Marx 
did not say. 

The tactics recommended by Marx — including secrecy, arming, 
and duplicate governments — were clearly meant to apply only 
when a revolution was imminent. It is no less clear that the pre¬ 
scription to press on, in a semi-feudal country, from the bourgeois 
to a ‘proletarian* revolution, is in flat contradiction to Marx's main 
thesis of the priority of economic development. His economic de¬ 
terminism and his sweeping social theory are all forgotten and 
Marx acts entirely as a political adviser, a man anxious to see his 
following form a government. (He also believed that the Germanic 
tribes had gone directly to feudalism, without the intervening stage 
of slavery — w^hich of course makes nonsense of any dialectic of 
history.) 

Marx himself came around afterward to abandon the 1850 view, 
and in his later years, although he gave an evasive answer to anx¬ 
ious Russian questioners, he remained doubtful whether Russia 
could be unique, and by-pass the full capitalist stage. He did not 
wish to go back on his main theory or yet to disappoint his Rus¬ 
sian admirers. His noncommittal reply, framed after careful con¬ 
sideration, ran thus: 


If the Russian revolution becomes the signal for a proletarian 
revolution in the west, so that both complement each other. 
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the present Russian common ownership of land may serve as 
the starting point for a communist development.^* 

Nor did Plekhanov think it was possible to short-circuit any 
stage of development. The 1850 Address might be entirely written 
off as a historical curiosity, an example of Marx's youth or eagerness 
for revolution running away with his better judgment, were it not 
for the fact that it was elevated by Lenin, who called it a ‘magni¬ 
ficent and valuable mistake,' to the level of official Bolshevik doc¬ 
trine. Lenin subscribed to every detail of the advice contained in 
the Address, on the weak ground that Marx ‘never subsequently 
took back what he said then about tactics.' 

By 1905, both Trotsky and Lenin had worked out the ideas of 
‘continuing revolution* and the 1850 tactics in relation to Russia, 
and their arguments were later used to justify the plan of going 
straight from Czarism to socialism. In doing this Lenin had a good 
deal to build upon, for the idea of missing the intervening capitalist 
stage, although jeered at by Engels in 1852, became a strong tradi¬ 
tion among the Populists (rural revolutionaries) of Russia in the 
late nineteenth century. Alexander Herzen, for instance, an influ¬ 
ential Russian radical, had rejected the Marxist analysis, and had 
argued that where the capitalist class was weak, and the peasantry 
strong, ‘socialism' could be much more easily introduced. 

The Mensheviks took the more strictly Marxist line, which 
Lenin heartily abused as the heresy of ‘economism,' that not until 
the bourgeois democratic revolution had run its course would the 
stage be set for the proletariat. In the interim, they thought, Marx¬ 
ists should sit in the Russian Duma as the opposition. Such a belief 
tends to paralyze action and to make any party that holds it reluc¬ 
tant to force the pace of events. In addition it was hard doctrine 
for Lenin and other aging revolutionaries, whom years of exile 
and frustration had rendered so eager for livelier action and for 
the reality of political power. They had become, as Engels had said 
of himself and Marx in 1848, ‘spoilt for the role of preachers in the 
wilderness . . .' Lenin used a further ad hoc argument: to act 
merely as an opposition might discredit socialism with the masses, 

12. Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 192; but cf. Selected Correspondence, p. 355. 
15. Selected Works, 1942, 11, pp. 23, 28. 
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would alarm the bourgeoisie and frighten them into reaction, since 
the Russian bourgeoisie was not ‘revolutionary* as was the bour¬ 
geoisie in other countries. This may have been good tactical sense, 
but it was something outside the Marxist recommendations, and 
is another good example of how Lenin interpreted Marx for his 
own purposes. As always, Lenin was interested in the practical use¬ 
fulness of his ideas, not in their consistency with Marx's main 
theory. 

Lenin was in the great tradition of the Russian revolutionaries in 
his profound distrust of legal activity to further the ends of the 
party. Marx had been disgusted and disillusioned by the Frankfurt 
Assembly in 1848 and thenceforth had little faith in parliamentary 
democracy. Lenin absorbed Marx's skepticism of parliaments and 
added to it a lifelong bitterness regarding the cowardice of liberals. 
He believed that parliamentary action had achieved nothing for 
the workers in Russia, while who could tell how many years of 
delay would elapse before its slow process brought the Bolsheviks 
to the top? Lenin therefore opposed liberalism and bourgeois 
democracy as stoutly as he fought Czarism. 

Extremism usually calls forth an opposite extremism, and the 
distrust of moderate reform and legal activity was a natural growth 
from the soil of Czarist Russia. How to make a revolution, not how 
to promote reform, had been the chief problem of nearly all 
Russian political thought. Russian revolutionaries of several per¬ 
suasions had employed terrorism and assassination as normal po¬ 
litical weapons. To do them justice, Marxists in general have not 
given terrorism such wholesale approval (Plekhanov and Lenin 
both condemned Narodnik assassins) but have favored its use only 
as part of the final revolutionary onslaught. Its use at other times 
Lenin regarded as ‘inopportune* or ‘inexpedient.* 

Lacking any historical precedent, Lenin applied the ^formula 
for the continuous revolution, as outlined in the 1850 Address of 
Marx, with remarkable fidelity. He could follow Marx's prescrip¬ 
tion because events in Russia in 1917 were very like the situation 
which Marx had wrongly believed to exist in Germany in 1848. 
The Bolshevik Party first joined forces with the parties of the bour¬ 
geoisie, the petty bourgeoisie, and the peasantry — all allies against 

14. The Iskra Period, i, p. 111. 
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the common enemy of the Czarist regime. Although on principle 
Lenin hated 'alliances, understandings and blocs with social re¬ 
formist liberalism which . . . only blunt the consciousness of the 
masses,’ he often welcomed alliances and compromises if they 
served his temporary purposes. 

Lenin had for many years led the Bolsheviks from exile, and was 
in Switzerland when the Russian pot boiled over in the spring of 
1917. He arrived in Russia in mid-April, a month after the Czar's 
abdication. The bourgeois-democratic regime which had followed, 
with its grandiose talk of parliamentary government, and of ex¬ 
tensive land reform, may have satisfied some of the enemies of 
Czarism but was merely a beginning for Lenin and his Bolsheviks 
(and for some of the other parties as well). The provisional govern¬ 
ment was pledged to carry on the war against Germany, a tre¬ 
mendous handicap to the popularity and efficiency of any govern¬ 
ment in the circumstances, while in addition it was beset by famine, 
inflation, and war defeats, and harassed on every side by a num¬ 
ber of revolutionary parties. 

The union of different classes, 'always the necessary condition of 
any revolution,' cannot last long, as Engels once pointed out. 
Lenin turned first against the bourgeois government: it was, he 
said, 'a military dictatorship,' and after July had become ‘counter¬ 
revolutionary.’ By November, the Kerensky government was over¬ 
thrown by an alliance of peasantry and proletariat, with the Bol¬ 
sheviks in the dominant role, in spite of the fact that most of the 
peasantry supported the Social Revolutionaries, and the more 
stable portion of the proletariat supported the Mensheviks. The 
trade unions had on the whole been dominated by the Mensheviks 
and remained aloof from Lenin until after the November revolu¬ 
tion. The Constituent Assembly which met in January of 1918, and 
in which the Bolsheviks had secured only a minority of seats, was 
dissolved by Lenin, and that was the end of the feeble attempts at 
parliamentary government in Russia. Thenceforth the Bolsheviks 
were supreme in the cities, although the elimination of opponents 
dragged on for some time, and a fearful civil war had to be fought 
before the party was firmly entrenched throughout the coun¬ 
try. 

The process by which the Bolsheviks gained ascendancy is not 
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hard to understand. Lenin was a forceful and gifted leader and 
tactician. (Trotsky was in many respects even more talented, as 
linguist, writer, orator, and military strategist, but was less prac¬ 
tical on the whole, and far less specialized and single-minded than 
either Lenin or Stalin. He had disliked the aridity and rigidity of 
Marxism in his early days, and had not hesitated to break with 
Lenin. He returned to Russia in 1917, joined with Lenin, and as 
commissar of war did a great deal to save the revolution for the 
Bolsheviks.) 

Lenin knew what he wanted and how to get it, and was not 
hampered by any scruples. He had a carefully prepared program 
of demanding more and more from the government and promising 
more and more to the people, and of dispensing with his temporary 
allies as soon as he could. He led a tight and disciplined party or¬ 
ganization, and after September he controlled the dual government 
of ‘Soviets* or workers’ committees behind the scenes, in factories, 
cities, towns, and villages. He was, above everything else, aided 
by the circumstances of the time: the defeats and confusion of 
war, the shattering economic collapse, the discontent of the peas¬ 
ants, the mutinies in the armed forces. ‘The war has in three years 
dragged us [in Russia] thirty years ahead,* Lenin wrote.^® Add to 
this the weakness and divisions in the opposition parties, including 
the vacillation of the Mensheviks and the failure of the Social 
Revolutionary party of the peasants, and one can almost say that 
the autumn Bolshevik revolution, like the first revolution in the 
spring, was made for Lenin. His astute appeal of ‘Peace, Land, and 
Bread' was irresistible. 

A similar underlying pattern of tactics emerges from the post- 
1945 history of southeastern Europe, the main difference being that 
in Russia a revolutionary situation existed, and the party arrived 
in sole power in a matter of months, while in the Balkans the proc¬ 
ess was extended over a few years, under the shadow of Soviet mili¬ 
tary might. It is still perhaps too early to say whether the party 
will achieve a similar tight control in China after exploiting na¬ 
tionalist feeling and the support of the peasantry, but we should 
not be surprised if it does. None of these historical processes makes 
sense in the light of Marx's general analysis of capitalism, but they 

15. Towards the Seizure of Power, i, p. 131. 
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are all explainable to the letter on the basis of the Address of 1850 
with its theory of uninterrupted or permanent revolution. 

There is no reason at all, on Marx's main theory, to expect any¬ 
thing more than a premature seizing of power in a non-industrial- 
ized country. Lenin and Stalin have merely remarked on the ‘zig¬ 
zags of history,' and appealed to the doctrine of ‘uneven develop¬ 
ment' to show that the conditions for revolution may be in any 
country, even in backward areas, because the ‘national and colo¬ 
nial question is a component part of the general international pro¬ 
letarian revolution.' 

It is not to Marx, then, but to Lenin and Stalin that we must 
go for the rationalization of the Bolshevik success, and they could 
find plenty of obiter dicta in Marx to justify almost any course of 
action. The justification of Bolshevik methods lies not so much in 
the inevitable operation of the dialectic, the forces of production 
conflicting with property relations; nor even in the proletarian 
class struggle; but is much more a question of opportunism, shrewd 
tactics and timing, and the control of men and events. The only 
successful communist revolutions in their own right, without seri¬ 
ous outside aid, have been in such countries as Russia and China 
and have been made by relying on the peasantry, the largest class in 
these countries. (Alternatively, if party tactics had followed the 
Leninist example a number of seizures of power in Europe could 
perhaps have been durable after 1918.) 

What we are dealing with is the age-old political problem of how 
to seize and retain power. Leninist and modern communist theory 
on this point is nothing more than a Machiavellian prescription 
for handling the problem with special and ruthless efficiency. 'What 
a part,' Marx once wrote, ‘stupidity plays in revolutions and how 
they are exploited by scoundrels.' Engels pointed out that ‘insur¬ 
rection is an art quite as much as war or any other,’ and approved 
Danton’s sentiment that audacity above all is the thing. Engels and 
Lenin both read Clausewitz and recommended him to party work¬ 
ers because of the similarities between military and political strat¬ 
egy. Lenin went to the heart of the matter when he wrote: ‘Let us 

16. Marxism and the National and Colonial Question; Towards the Seizure 
of Power, II, pp. 93, 94; Selected Correspondence, p. 207. E. H. Carr, The Bol¬ 
shevik Revolution, London, 1950, i, pp. 4ic^. 
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not forget that the question of power is the fundamental question 
of every revolution.' 

Current communist theory on the questions of party and revolu¬ 
tion, as on everything else, can be understood only if we remember 
that it has been shaped almost entirely with reference to conditions 
in Russia. Lenin desperately wanted to make the Bolshevik revolu¬ 
tion, and he refused to be handicapped by more orthodox Marxism, 
which taught the priority of economic development. Russia can 
‘leap across bourgeois democracy.* He did not ask: is the stage 
set for the exit of capitalism? — but, how can we seize power and 
build a kind of ‘state capitalism’ which can later be converted into 
socialism? His words were: ‘We are out to rebuild the world*; and 
Stalin after him said: ‘There are no fortresses which Bolsheviks 
cannot capture.’ Lenin believed, rightly enough, that a ‘revolu¬ 
tionary situation* existed in Russia, but that the revolution w'ould 
not come of itself: a government must be ‘helped to fall,' and 
‘history wdll not forgive us if we do not assume power now.' 
There w^ould be time enough afterward, he thought, to socialize 
and industrialize the country. 

The same flexibility of tactics was characteristic of Stalin's con¬ 
solidation of the revolution, and is the reason why he could call his 
method ‘creative* as compared with that of ‘dogmatic' Marxists 
such as the early Mensheviks. Today ‘Bolshevism can serve as a 
model of tactics for all,' 

V 

One other query on the communist revolution must be raised: 
was it to be international in scope? In Marx's writings the answer 
is clearly yes. Although ‘the proletariat of each country must of 
course first of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie,' yet since 
capitalism is world-wide in scope, the uprising in one capitalist 
country would be the signal for revolt elsewhere. Engels, too: ‘the 
communist revolution will be not merely a national phenomenon 

17. Marx, Selected Correspondence, pp. 100, 144; Engels, Selected Works, 
1942, II, pp. 117, 135-6; Lenin, Towards the Seizure of Power, i, p. 43. 

18. Leninism, p. 791; Handbook, p. 202. 

19. Towards the Seizure of Power, i, p. 222. The Imperialist War, pp. 279!!. 
Leninism, p. 14. 
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but must take place simultaneously in all civilized countries, that is 
to say, at least in England, America, France, and Germany/ 20 

The early successful Bolsheviks thought the same; and Trotsky 
continued to believe that the spread of the revolution to the indus¬ 
trialized West was the main thing, and that this in turn would give 
a better chance of consolidation in Russia. The argument with 
which Lenin and Trotsky met the objections of Western Marxists 
to their 1917 revolution was that the Russian affair would be 
merely the spark to ignite Western Europe. When the scales seemed 
heavily weighted against them in early 1918, Lenin said: *. . . with¬ 
out a German revolution we are doomed.' He had been fearful in 
September 1917 of a separate English-German peace, at the ex¬ 
pense of Russia and the revolution. As late as 1920 he thought the 
revolution might collapse in Russia if it were not supported by out¬ 
side revolutions. Yet whether a revolution occurred elsewhere or 
not, Lenin had no intention of giving up power in Russia. 

At that time he also believed the two types of system, the com¬ 
munist and capitalist, would not co-exist for long in the same 
world. 'International imperialism . . . could not under any cir¬ 
cumstances, on any conditions, live side by side with the Soviet 
Republic . . / 'In the end one or the other will triumph — a 
funeral requiem will be sung over the Soviet Republic or over 
world capitalism.' 21 Western intervention in the civil war, though 
half-hearted and ineffectual, lent some justification to this belief, 
but no justification was needed for what was essentially a fanatical 
conviction derived from his general theory of the international 
class struggle. 

Until now, at any rate, he has been wrong on all counts. The 
tide of revolution ebbed in Western Europe and none followed 
the Russian example, while on the other hand the Bolshevik re¬ 
gime did not collapse inside Russia itself, and the Soviet Union 
has continued to live in the same world with capitalist states. 

In the 1920's Leninist-Stalinist thinking shifted appreciably. 
Whereas Lenin had argued earlier that although the revolution 
can happen first in any one country, it cannot be 'final' until 

20. Communist Manifesto; Engels, Principles of Communism, p. 16. 

21. E.g., The Iskra Period, ii, p. 23; Lenin, Selected Works, Moscow, 1951, ii. 
Part I, pp. 422, 429. 
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taken up by several advanced countries; Stalin argued that a ‘So¬ 
cialist’ society may be built in Russia, but can never be completely 
successful, because of the danger of intervention from abroad and 
of counter-revolution at home.^^ por a long time, therefore, the 
Soviet policy was to concentrate on industrialization and socialism 
inside Russia, and to gain time and to arm for the expected attack, 
without serious expectation that communist parties abroad would 
be successful. Hence the invention of the slogan that ‘Socialism is 
not for export.' It is sometimes argued that the policy of ‘Socialism 
w’ithin one country’ is the policy from which stems all other Sta¬ 
linist modifications of Marx.^^ 

It was partly a diflerence of opinion over this issue, as well as a 
difference in temperament, which led to Trotsky's break with 
Stalin. The difference between the two points of view must not, 
however, be exaggerated; it is largely a matter of emphasis. Rus¬ 
sia’s role was in any case to be ‘the citadel of wmld revolution,’ 
but on one view^ the world revolution had priority, while on the 
other it must never go so far as to endanger the ‘citadel.’ World 
revolution and export of communism w^as thus not altogether 
given up by Stalin, nor is it certain that Trotsky (or Lenin) would 
have sacrificed the Russian experiment in favor of world revolu¬ 
tion, had he stood in Stalin’s shoes. In the long run the main differ¬ 
ence between Stalin and Trotsky may have been that Stalin re¬ 
mained in power, while Trotsky lost the fight and in 1927 was 
forced into exile (and was later assassinated in Mexico). 

At this point the revival of Russian patriotism may be men¬ 
tioned. Until about the mid-1930’s patriotism had not been par¬ 
ticularly emphasized in the Soviet Union — after all Marx and 
Lenin had been great internationalists — and it was not until the 
outbreak of the ‘Great Patriotic War’ in 1941 that the campaign 
got into full swing. Ancient heroes were then resurrected and held 
up for admiration, while frank appeals were made to history and 
to traditional feelings of patriotism. Communist rule tended to be 
identified with Russian patriotism, through pride in having the 
first successful communist revolution. It was even argued that the 
Russian language is replacing Latin and French as an interna- 

22. Leninism, pp. 2off. 

23. R. N. Carew Hunt, op. cit. p. 170. 
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tional language.** Yet for a time care was exercised in pointing 
out Russian achievements so as not to offend the sensibilities of 
the many other nationalities making up the Soviet Union. 

The fact that the U.S.S.R. contains many nationalities has agi¬ 
tated Soviet leaders from the time of the revolution onward. Lenin 
was against Great Russian chauvinism, and was willing in the case 
of Finland to allow secession as a necessary price for the revolution. 
Later, however, he insisted on unification of the Soviet Union, and 
the right of secession by the constituent Soviet republics was con¬ 
ceded provided it was not exercised; and that is exactly the right 
of secession ‘enjoyed’ by the several republics today as a result of 
the Stalin constitution of 1936.*® 

During the w^ar, too, the party ranks were widened to include 
large numbers of army personnel, and there was a tendency to 
play down the international aspects of Marxism-Leninism. A cer¬ 
tain slackness in enforcing the party doctrine also became apparent 
but was reversed after the war, by party purging and a revival of 
doctrinal teaching. A former Indian communist, M. N. Roy, who 
used to be in the inner circle of the Comintern, has written a 
disillusioned book in which he argues that Stalin forgot the inter¬ 
national revolution in the Marxist sense, turned instead to neo¬ 
nationalism, and hence through Soviet power became a threat to 
world peace. Stalin is labeled ‘the red Napoleon.’ But such an 
end result is not surprising. Once patriotism is tapped as an emo¬ 
tional source of support for the regime, the policy of ‘Socialism in 
one country’ easily passes over into a kind of National Socialism. 

The emphasis on patriotism is quite understandable in the party 
leaders, especially if they felt doubts about the loyalty of the 
people. The reconciliation of the nationalist aims of the Soviet 
Union with the aims of international communism has, for the 
most part, been at the expense of the latter; and has often made 
things rather awkward for communist parties abroad, since it has 

24. J. Towster, Political Power in the USSJi., 1917-1947, New York, 1948, 
p. 100. J. S. Curtis and A. Inkeles, 'Marxism in the U.S.S.R. The Recent Re¬ 
vival,' Political Science Quarterly, September 1946. Cf. also Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science, May 1949. 

25. Lenin, Towards the Seizure of Power, ii, pp. 93. 192. Stalin, Report on 
the Constitution, Leninism, pp. sgSff. 

26. M. N. Roy, The Russian Revolution, Calcutta, 1949. 
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meant subordinating them everywhere to the dictates of Soviet 
foreign policy. It was all very well for Marx to say that the work¬ 
ing man has no country, but the Communist International has in 
fact given him one: ‘the U.S.S.R. is the only fatherland of the 
international proletariat . . Communists outside the Soviet 
Union, however, are sometimes inclined to put the interests of 
their own country first, and the result not unnaturally has been 
a strong tendency to ‘Titoism* among communists in a number of 
countries. 


VI 

Marxist theory has it that after the revolution there will follow 
the stage knowm as ‘the dictatorship of the proletariat.' The phrase 
was used only a few times by Marx and Engels but, thanks mostly 
to Lenin, became one of the commonest in later Marxist literature. 
In order to be understood, it must be related to Marxist political 
philosophy. 

The Marxist theory of the state is incompletely worked out, and 
like so many other parts of Marxism is marred by inconsistencies. 
The fullest expression of the theory (or theories) is found in Eng¬ 
els' confused and wildly speculative book. The Origin of the 
Family, Private Property and the State, At first mankind is said 
to have passed through a stage of primitive communism. Engels 
was never quite sure whether a ‘state' existed in this primitive so¬ 
ciety. At times he denies it, at others he mentions a simple state, 
w^hich serves such common interests as 'adjudication of disputes’ 
and the maintenance of public order and water supplies. Somehow 
— we are never told how — the state later becomes ‘parasitic,' 
upon all classes, even though serving the useful purpose of keeping 
all classes in check. 

Generally, however, the ‘parasitic’ and above-class state plays 
little part in Marxist theory. For the most part the state is simply 
defined as an instrument of ruling-class oppression, and the state is 
identified with the ruling class. To speak of the state as meaning 
only the ruling class is an old usage, and is found in many writers 
before Marx — for instance, in Machiavelli. 

27. The Programme of the Communist International, Handbook, p. 1022. 
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Marxism gives no satisfactory explanation, by the dialectic or 
otherwise, how primitive communism broke down into the cruel 
class society of later history. Engels contented himself with the 
speculation that the state arose with the invention of private 
property, division of labor, and specialization, which, resulting in 
greater productivity and a surplus of food, made it possible for 
an idle and exploiting class to live off the labor of another. Again, 
one notices how possibility or opportunity is assumed to be the 
same as a determining cause. 

In any event, in Marxist theory the state is said to rest on force, 
and every state, once established, embodies the authority and inter¬ 
est of a ruling class. The origin of law is the same: it is merely 
the expression of class interest, the will of the dominant class, its 
purpose being the protection of private property. Since the state 
is by definition a class state, the very existence of a state is taken as 
proof that classes exist. ‘Political power, properly so called, is 
merely the organized power of one class oppressing the other.' 
‘Force, that is state power, is also economic power.' The charac¬ 
teristic instruments of the state are a standing army and the police, 
and the state is somehow regarded both as standing above society, 
and as ‘the tools of the exploiters.' 

The origins of law and the state are lost in the mists of time, 
and are much disputed. The dispute will not be taken up here, 
although it may be noted that Morgan's work, upon which Engels' 
theory was based, has been much discredited by later sociologists. 
Marxists are fond of illustrations drawn from early primitive so¬ 
cieties. One reason for this is that since so little is known about 
pre-history there is plenty of room for speculation. But one cannot 
prove anything about the modern world from hypothetical stages 
of pre-history. It is not the origins of the state which concern us, 
or which are relevant to Marxism, but rather the Marxist criti¬ 
cism of the contemporary state. 

The so-called democratic state is said to be merely the latest 
example of class rule, and is just as bad as its predecessors (though 
somewhat more subtle in its methods), since ‘the executive of the 
modern state is but a committee for managing the common affairs 
of the whole bourgeoisie.' ^8 It follows from Marxist premises that 
28. Communist Manifesto; Selected Works, 1942, 1, p. 388 . 
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the proletariat upon coming to power would naturally and neces¬ 
sarily also constitute a class government. Since one class must al¬ 
ways rule in any state, the only question is: which class? The 
immediate difference, Marx thought, would be merely that the 
more numerous class would then rule over the few, the dictator¬ 
ship of the bourgeoisie being replaced by the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. There is no doubt that both Marx and Engels expected 
the dictatorship of the proletariat to have a real democratic con¬ 
tent, at least for the great majority, the workers (an opinion also 
held by Lenin, at least until 1917). They thought that the dictator¬ 
ship would be less oppressive than the bourgeois state because 
there would be no 'exploitation,' there would be an end ‘to the 
State as State'; it would be ‘a half-state,' ‘not a state in the proper 
sense of the word.* 

For the first time, as Marx saw it, universal suffrage and frequent 
elections would give the worker the substance of political freedom 
equal to that of the bourgeoisie. It was not an unrealistic argument 
in the 1850's, since the workers did not then have the vote any¬ 
where, and may be said to have become fully enfranchised in Brit¬ 
ain only with the introduction of the secret ballot in 1872. Engels 
pointed to the Paris Commune of 1871 as a demonstration model 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat, which Lenin also was fond 
of noting; but it would be very difficult indeed to find many points 
of resemblance between the short-lived Paris Commune and the 
government set up by the Bolsheviks in Russia. Proletarian rule 
would be the ‘bourgeois state . . . without the bourgeoisie!'; it 
would ^establish a democratic constitution* ... ‘a democratic re¬ 
public.' One thing it did not mean to Marx, or to Lenin in his 
early days, was the dictatorship of the party over the proletariat 
and the rest of society. The attachment of Marx and Engels to 
democracy is evident enough in their writings. But it was to de¬ 
mocracy after the revolution, and not in the era of capitalism. 

Such is Marx's main theory, as it emerges from the bulk of his 
analysis. On the other hand, if his 1850 Address is taken literally 
for the case when the revolution is made in a backward country, 

29. Towards the Seizure of Power, n, pp. i86ff. Engels, Handbook, p. 295; 
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where the industrial proletariat is in a small minority, then clearly 
a modification must also be made in the theory of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat. The Russians have accordingly made this modi¬ 
fication, as they have altered the concept of the party. Lenin de- 
veloj>ed it, and Stalin carefully and explicitly approved it. 

In its essentials, the theory of the dictatorship of the prole¬ 
tariat as presently expounded by Leninism-Stalinism for a non- 
industrialized country is the apologia for the rule of a small 
minority, the proletariat, which in turn is ruled by the party. In 
the first instance, when the proletariat is co-operating with the 
peasantry and other allies, the dictatorship of the proletariat is 
the name given to the joint class alliance against the bourgeoisie. 
From July 1917 Lenin had used the slogan, ‘the dictatorship of the 
proletariat and the poor peasantry,* as an effective weapon against 
the provisional government. But even in this temporary class al¬ 
liance, as Stalin put it, the ‘guiding force is the proletariat.’ As 
time goes on, the communist party becomes the ‘instrument of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat.’ In short, dictatorship of the 
party is inevitable whenever the tactics of communist revolution 
are applied to underdeveloped countries; and this doctrine was 
officially adopted by the Comintern in 1920. In a nutshell: seize 
power, no matter how backward the country, and force through 
industrialization regardless of the wishes of the population. 

If the proletariat came to power in an industrialized but non- 
democratic country, a single-party rule is also likely to result, and 
might be defended fairly enough on realistic grounds as a tem¬ 
porary defensive measure to prevent a counter-revolution. In any 
non-democratic country, a revolutionary party could of course 
come into power only by intrigue, a coup d'etat, or perhaps a civil 
war; since the ordinary constitutional means of achieving power 
would, by definition, be absent. (A third possibility is for a party 
to come into power constitutionally, through election, and then 
set up a dictatorship, as Hitler did.) 

The dictatorship of the proletariat is thus identified with dicta¬ 
torship of the party and forms an essential part of the present-day 
communist theory. Some, such as Sorel, arguing that the class strug¬ 
gle was the only essential feature of Marxism, have rejected Marx’s 
emphasis on political action and concentrated entirely on direct 
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action by means of the general strike. Both Marx and Lenin, how¬ 
ever, were severely critical of such notions. Marx carefully pointed 
out that he was not the first to discover the class struggle, but that 
he proved ‘the class struggle necessarily leads to the [temporary] 
dictatorship of the proletariat,' while Lenin made the acceptance 
of the dictatorship the basic test of Marxism. 

If we bear in mind the Leninist theory of party dictatorship, it 
is quite naive for people in the Western world to be surprised and 
hurt that political allies have been removed from power in the 
Balkans or Poland or Czechoslovakia, and the sole dictatorship of 
the communist party installed, since that indeed is the only pos¬ 
sible method of operation contemplated by Leninist-Stalinist 
theory. 


VII 

How long was the dictatorship of the proletariat to last? The 
question cannot be answered without considering the purpose of 
the dictatorship. In Marx and Engels it was clearly meant only as 
a transitional phase, its object being to make the conversion from 
private to public ownership, and to ensure that the bourgeoisie 
does not stage a counter-revolution. Once this change is made, ‘the 
abolition of classes’ will have taken place. The purpose of the 
temporary dictatorship thus appears logical enough on Marx’s 
theory, given his assumptions about the bourgeois state. 

It was also natural for Marx to envisage this period as a troubled 
one throughout the world, as an epoch of ‘prolonged struggles.’ 
After all, the extension of the franchise in 1832 in Britain, while 
not actually leading to violence, had been too near it for comfort. 
And, as Spain has shown us more recently, the danger of a counter¬ 
revolution can be real enough. Yet a dictatorship of the proletariat 
has never been installed when socialists have come to power in 
the democracies. Their labor parties have been moderate, the con¬ 
fidence of capitalists has not been so shattered as to leave the eco¬ 
nomic system floundering in chaos, and it is hard to rally support 
for a counter-attack when the dispossessed owners are given reason¬ 
able compensation. (Marx and Engels once or twice mentioned the 
possibility of compensation for landowners, but the point is a 
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small one, since later Marxists, following the Russian example, 
have rejected all idea of compensation.) 

Marx was vague on the duration of the dictatorship of the pro¬ 
letariat, but certainly the Russians have once more gone beyond 
anything Marx had in mind. Lenin mentioned ‘the entire historic 
period which separates capitalism from the “classless society" ‘ — 
not a very precise estimate — and the Russians announce that 
this may last for a generation, and perhaps much longer. They 
have also altered greatly the conception of the nature and purpose 
of the dictatorship, and its duration is intimately bound up with 
the nature and purpose. 

Its nature today, as we have seen, is that of a strict party dicta¬ 
torship. All revolutionary governments tend to be despotic. The 
few Bolshevik acts of generosity after the revolution were in fact 
ill repaid and disillusioning; and it was natural that the Bolshevik 
dictatorship, beset by foreign enemies and civil war, should be¬ 
come strict, even ruthless, when fighting for its life. A historical 
explanation of the early despotism is one thing, however, and the 
theoretical justification for its continuance is another. The dicta¬ 
torship has been justified on several grounds. 

There is first the need to eliminate the bourgeois as a class, i.e. 
to dispossess them from ownership of the means of production. 
The dictatorship in this phase becomes ‘. . . the use of violence 
by the proletariat against the bourgeoisie, rule which is unre¬ 
stricted by any laws,' ‘the fiercest and most merciless war.’ Lenin 
went on to add that this was necessary, since — strangely enough 
— ‘. . . the resistance [of the bourgeoisie] is increased tenfold 
after its overthrow . . (Sometimes he says ‘hundredfold/ and 
even ‘thousandfold.’) 

Since the Bolsheviks came to power in a relatively undeveloped 
country, there is secondly the need to promote industrialization. 
This had not been recognized as a problem by the original Marx¬ 
ists, because they had assumed that the proletariat would come to 
power in a fully industrialized country. The Bolsheviks could thus 
find only general guidance in the works of Marx and Engels when 
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they set out to do for the Soviet Union what had been done by 
capitalists elsewhere. 

A particularly troublesome problem was how to organize agri¬ 
culture. The difference between agriculture and industry, and 
hence whether different methods of organization should be ap¬ 
plied, has always perplexed Marxists. Engels, for example, be¬ 
lieved that expropriation would not be best for the small peasants, 
but that they should instead be shown by example and ‘social aid' 
the advantages of co-operative ownership and production, and 
they would then fall into line. 

But there is also a strong strain of thought in Marxism, notice¬ 
able first in the Communist Manifesto, which had advocated ‘abo¬ 
lition of all the distinction between town and country.' Engels 
had written; ‘Civilization has left us a number of large cities, as an 
inheritance, which it will take much time and trouble to abolish. 
But they must and will be done away with, however much time and 
trouble it may take.' Industrial production was to be dispersed 
throughout the country, in what we should today call ‘garden cit¬ 
ies,' while at the same time agriculture would be treated almost 
exactly like industry, its basis to be a kind of factory production. 
Marx knew little and cared less about life on the land, and thought 
mainly in terms of a rural proletariat. Lenin, too, tried to show that 
the independent peasant and farmer were doomed, because of the 
steady enlargement of the scale of farm operation and the concen¬ 
tration of ownership and investment in land. 

But in any case, if extensive industrialism was to be pushed 
through rapidly in Russia, factory workers had to be found, and 
they could only be found on the land; while a larger surplus of 
farm produce had also to be obtained to feed the new industrial 
workers. It required only these practical considerations, added to 
the Marxist contempt for peasant life, to evolve the Stalinist policy 
of state and collective farming which was pushed through swiftly 
and cruelly in the Five Year Plans; and the more recent policy 
of industrial patterns of organization in agriculture. 

Because the dictatorship has sometimes been justified on the 
ground that it is necessary only until the proletariat makes up the 
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majority of the population, and until all danger of a counter¬ 
revolution has passed, some observers have been tempted to fore¬ 
tell a relaxation of the dictatorship within the Soviet Union. The 
Soviet Union moreover, as a result of more than a generation of 
expropriation and conditioning, contains no bourgeois class in 
any Marxist sense, so that the regime could hardly be in danger 
from a nonexistent bourgeoisie if it were to relax its fantastically 
rigid grip on the people. 

But this easy optimism misses the point of present-day Soviet 
communism. 1 he Russians have not only ignored the elements of 
democracy in the transitional stage, as put forth by Marx, and by 
the early Bolsheviks themselves; they have not only gone on to 
invoke the argument for industrialization; but they have also gone 
on to rename their present system ^democracy,* Marxism promised 
the workers real democracy once the revolution had come, and 
so the Soviet leaders are compelled to identify their regime with 
Marxist dreams. To identify reality with our ideals is a type of 
behavior common enough in daily living and in history. Woodrow 
Wilson defended the imperfect Versailles Treaty on the ground 
that it did in fact incorporate every tittle of his own higher prin¬ 
ciples. Married folk often profess to be ideally wed although they 
know well that their marriages are nothing like the ideals of mar¬ 
ried love which they formerly held. 

The Soviet system is known as proletarian democracy: ‘. . . the 
highest type of democracy in class society.' Democracy is used in 
several senses in the Marxist vocabulary, but the two more usual 
meanings are ‘bourgeois’ democracy, which is bad, and ‘prole¬ 
tarian’ or ‘people’s’ democracy, which is good. Both senses, how¬ 
ever, refer to class societies. Proletarian democracy means ‘sub¬ 
ordination of the minority to the majority,' but since the Soviet 
Union long ago eliminated its minority capitalist class, Stalinist 
theory is somewhat vague on the identity of the class minority 
which is ‘subordinated.’ Proletarian democracy also means the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, but again Soviet theory is less than 
clear about what class is subjected to dictatorship. 

Proletarian ‘democracy’ takes the form of single-party rule, since 
the party is described as a ‘higher form’ of class organization of 
the proletariat than other kinds of organization such as trade 
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unions, co-operatives, or the state itself; and in the party there 
must be ‘iron discipline.* For that reason the much-discussed Soviet 
Constitution of 1936 cannot be translated into Western terms; and 
any discussion of democracy between communists and Western 
democrats will only bog down in confusion unless the different 
usages of the word are clearly recognized. 

Lenin once wrote: ‘the will of a class is at times best realized 
by a dictator who sometimes will accomplish more by himself and 
is frequently more needed.* Stalin has said that Lenin never hesi¬ 
tated to set himself against the party majority, since he knew best 
‘the correct policy.* It is only a short step from that position to 
the argument that a government on behalf of the proletariat, serv¬ 
ing their 'real* interests, can hardly be called 'dictatorship* at all. 
If it were not so tragic for Russia and the world, it would be amus¬ 
ing to note in Stalin*s wTitings the hair-splitting and double talk, 
the reinterpretation of Marx and Lenin, intended to show that 
the party does not really exercise a dictatorship in the U.S.S.R. 

The Soviet theory of democracy is one of the oldest forms of 
justification for absolute rule, resting entirely upon the fallacious 
and abominable assumption that the self-appointed experts know 
what is best for people and how to promote it. Stalin used to say 
that his slogan was ‘convince then coerce.* But no one can tell 
whether conviction is genuine without the freedom to disagree, 
to listen to opposing arguments. All the evidence points to the 
fact that Soviet rule is one of coercion regardless of conviction on 
the part of the ruled. The peasants, for example, wanted land, not 
collectivization, despite the most persistent campaigns to persuade 
them; yet the party program was forced through in face of stub¬ 
born peasant resistance. 


VIII 

The dictatorship of the proletariat is closely related to another 
famous Marxist phrase, ‘the withering away of the state.* The 
phrase is partly equivocation, a matter of Marxist semantics: the 
bourgeois state by definition is an instrument of class coercion, and 
after the revolution, when the bourgeois class is dispossessed, then, 
ipso facto, the state in this sense has disappeared. There is also. 
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in this usage, a suggestion of the Aristotelian idea of essences, the 
state being realized only in its pure form or essence, which in this 
case is class rule. Trotsky argued in the same fashion that trade 
unions would not be needed under communism, since trade unions 
are by definition class weapons against private employers. Engels 
proposed to ‘replace the word “state” everywhere by the word 
Gemeinwesen [community].’ Marx had a good deal to say about 
the state in his Critique of the Gotha Programme, and Lenin and 
Stalin attached ‘exceptionally great importance* to the views there 
expressed. At first sight it is somewhat surprising that this quib¬ 
bling and hasty letter, written out of deep feelings of animosity 
against the leaders and program of the German Social Democratic 
Party, should have been taken so seriously. It appeals to latter-day 
communists, however, because, like the Address of 1850, it may 
easily be used to justify the methods which the Bolsheviks em¬ 
ployed in Russia. 

Yet apart from the matter of definition, Marx was clear not 
merely that the revolution would transfer the existing bourgeois 
state machinery to the proletariat, but that the machinery itself — 
parliament, the army, the police, law courts, and the civil service 
— should be ‘smashed* or ‘broken up.* By this he did not mean 
that the machinery of the state could be eliminated immediately 
after the revolution, but that it should be democratized, or 
manned by faithful proletarians who would carry out the will of 
the proletarian government. When Marx wrote, the state appa¬ 
ratus w^as mainly as he described it, on a class basis (aristocracy 
plus bourgeoisie) in Prussia, France, and even England. His very 
class-struggle theory led him to believe that the state would grow 
more and more repressive. One can understand his fear that if the 
proletariat achieved parliamentary power, by the ballot, the rest 
of the government machinery, in particular the army, the courts, 
and the administration, would be able to distort or actually defy 
the will of the majority. Something very like this did indeed occur 
in Spain in our own day. One of the first acts of Hitler and Mus¬ 
solini, as of the communists, was to purge the state machinery 
of opposition, to ‘smash* it in the Marxist sense. 

Probably all states throughout history have had some functions 
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such as maintaining peace and order, which have benefitted all 
classes, as Engels occasionally noted without realizing the impli¬ 
cations. The capitalist democracies since Marx's time have gone 
far in extending the non-class functions of the state. Not a legisla¬ 
tive session passes in any of the democracies which does not put 
on the statute books some new act extending welfare services to 
one group or another, or controlling some sector of the economy 
in the public interest. The democracies have also gone far in de¬ 
mocratizing the machinery of government, notably through the 
competitive examination and the career open to talents, and the 
admission of the working class to political power. 

No one would wish to rest on present achievements, to deny that 
inequalities of opportunity for government service still exist, or to 
admit that all branches of the administration are staffed wholly 
on the merit principle. Nevertheless, the process has gone far 
enough to make it unnecessary for a democratic socialist govern¬ 
ment, on taking office, to undertake any drastic purge of the exist¬ 
ing state machinery. Friends of the Labour government in Britain 
have sometimes argued that the government did suffer because 
of lack of enthusiasm for its policies among administrators; and 
it is certainly true that the hereditary House of Lords attempted 
to obstruct the Labour government in 1947 as it had done the 
Liberal government of Lloyd George and Asquith in 1909. Ob¬ 
struction of political policy by unsympathetic and sluggish civil 
servants has been seen in many countries. But all this is a far cry 
from the threat of counter-revolution. 

Marx meant more than a democratizing of the existing govern¬ 
ment. He also meant that the 'proletarian state,* the short dictator¬ 
ship stage, would itself 'wither away' to become the classless so¬ 
ciety. Did he further mean that society would then require no 
legislature, executive, or judiciary; no army or police; and nothing 
of the huge administrative machine so typical of modern democ¬ 
racies? There are indeed strong evidences for this belief in Marx, 
in Engels, and even more in Lenin. Logically, it follows from the 
concept of the state as only an instrument of class rule that when 
the classless society is achieved there would be no ruling class to 
exploit and no class to be exploited. 

This belief of Marx’s, however absurd it may be, may be traced 
to several sources in his thinking. There was first of all the infiu- 
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ence of his contacts with Bakunin and the philosophical anarch¬ 
ists, all of whom were possessed of a deep aversion to all authority. 
Secondly, and largely derived from Proudhon, there was in Marx 
a strain of guild socialism, as when he wrote, ‘where the organizing 
activity begins . . . there socialism casts away the political hull.* 
Engels wrote in the same vein: ‘In proportion as anarchy in social 
production vanishes, the political authority of the state also dies 
away.* Thirdly, there was Marx*s simple determinist view that 
law and the state are merely elements in the superstructure of a 
class society. Closely related to this was his conviction that private 
property is somehow the root of all evil, with the corollary that 
the proletariat, a property-less class, is an injured and hence also a 
uniquely virtuous class. Such a naive view of the peculiar virtues of 
the proletariat is certainly not confirmed by either priests or mag¬ 
istrates. Marx's proletarians were idealizations; they w^ould not 
abuse their power in the interim period of the dictatorship, while 
in the classless society no one would hold power. As Marx saw it, 
the future belonged to the proletariat; no other class could be the 
historical successors to the bourgeoisie. 

Given this type of thinking, it follows that with the abolition of 
private property in the means of production, the proletarian vir¬ 
tues would come into their own and dominate the new society. To 
put it more accurately, on strict Marxist lines the new property 
relations would create the new morality and there would be a 
kind of automatic transformation of the human species; a dialecti¬ 
cal ‘leap* to a new and higher morality. 

7 'he fourth source was perhaps the most important: his gross 
exaggeration of the productive possibilities of modern technology. 
Here Marx is in good company. A great many laymen and sci¬ 
entists believe with J. D. Bernal that ‘physical science can now 
solve completely the material problems of human existence — 
with one to three hours of work a day.* Marx believed that once 
the productive forces were no longer hampered by private owner¬ 
ship, the classless society could soon usher in the age of plenty. 
In a short time the harsh maxims of ‘to each according to his 
work,* and ‘he who does not work, neither shall he eat* would be 


34. Selected Essays, p. 133; Selected Works, i, pp. 173. 188. 

35. Bernal, Frustration of Science, p. 69. 
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replaced by the more pleasant principle of ‘to each according to his 
need'; and in tliat coming elysium the coercive and controlling 
state would be superfluous. The classless society is wholly predi¬ 
cated upon an age of abundance, attainable in the near future, 
when ‘poverty and scarcity will be unknown.’ 

Lenin held much the same beliefs, at least until 1917, and for¬ 
tunately they are clearly set forth in his book, State and Revolu¬ 
tion, so there can be no doubt about them. They are among the 
most unrealistic and superficial of political theories ever written; 
but since the Russian leaders assert that they intend to implement 
them at some uncertain future date, it is worth looking at them. 

Lenin believed that even the interim stage of proletarian class 
rule would need a much simpler state apparatus than the hated 
bourgeois state. It would be ‘almost without “machinery,” with¬ 
out any special apparatus, by the simple organization of the armed 
masses.* The police function, he thought, would eventually disap¬ 
pear, since the police were merely an instrument of class rule to 
suppress the proletariat. A few wicked individuals might linger 
on, and would have to be controlled in their excesses, but ‘this will 
be done by the armed people itself, as simply and as readily as any 
crowd of civilized people, even in modern bourgeois society, parts 
a pair of combatants or does not allow a woman to be outraged.’ 
(‘I’lie fieiTcsl and most mcnilcss wai’ — menlioned on p. i(ii — 
was to be a short period, immediately after the revolution, during 
which the bourgeoisie were being eliminated as a class.) 

As for all the manifold economic and financial functions which 
must be carried on in any society, these would practically run 
themselves. 

Capitalist culture has created large-scale production, factories, 
railways, the postal service, telephones, etc., and on this basis 
the great majority of functions of the old ‘State power’ have 
become so simplified and can be reduced to such simple oper¬ 
ations of registration, filing and checking that they will be 
quite within the reach of every literate person, and it will be 
possible to perform them for ‘workingmen’s wages' . . . 

The functions of control and accounting, which he conceded to be 
necessary for some time, are ‘within the reach of anybody who can 
read and write and knows the first few rules of arithmetic/ Nor 
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would there be any trouble with technicians, ‘the scientifically edu¬ 
cated staff of engineers, agronomists, and so on. These gentlemen 
work today, obeying the capitalists; they will work even better 
tomorrow, obeying the armed workers.* After all, ‘the armed work¬ 
ers are men of practical life, not sentimental intellectuals, and 
they will scarcely allow anyone to trifle with them.* As for judges: 

. . anybody can act as a judge basing himself on the revolu¬ 
tionary sense of justice of the toiling classes.* Lenin also thought 
that all officials, without exception, should be elected and subject 
to recall ‘at any time.’ 

The concessions here made to the need for management and 
organization were merely for the intervening and transitional 
stage. In time morals will be improved, perhaps by force of habit, 
so that even individual ‘excesses will inevitably begin to “wither 
away.” We do not know how quickly and in what succession but 
we know that they w'ill wither away.* The object of the intervening 
stage is thus to prepare men for the perfect state of society, in 
which all laws, discipline, and government will become unneces¬ 
sary. 

In economic affairs, it would in time be possible to dispense 
with wages and a money economy — as in William Morris* uto¬ 
pian News from Nowhere — and ‘unpaid work for the common 
good becomes the general phenomenon.* People ‘will voluntarily 
work according to their ability ... all will take a turn in man¬ 
agement, and will soon become accustomed to the idea of no man¬ 
agers at all.* There will be no distinction between mental and 
physical labor, or between town and country. Like Rousseau, Marx 
and Lenin .seemed unaware that private and group interests could 
conflict with one another or with the public welfare. Engels de¬ 
scribed the prospect thus: 

When all capital, all production, all exchange have been 
brought together in the hands of the nation, private property 
will disappear of its own accord, money wdll become super- 

36. State and Revolution, pp. 1841!., ssi, 229, 230, 244. See also Xenin's 
Theory of the State/ in E. H. Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution, i, pp. 233ff. The 
recall provision in the Soviet Constitution of 1936 was highly praised by Stalin; 
‘This is a wonderful law, comrades.’ Lenin, Selected Works, 1951. i. Part 1, 
p. 60; II, Part 2, p. 166. 
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fiuous, and production will so expand and man so change 
that society will be able to slough off whatever of its old eco¬ 
nomic habits may remain . . . Education will enable young 
people quickly to familiarize themselves with the whole sys¬ 
tem of production and to pass from one branch of production 
to another in response to the needs of society or their own 
inclinations.^^ 

Comment is almost superfluous, but if any is needed it is best 
found in the experience of the Bolsheviks themselves. The child¬ 
like notions of Engels and Lenin were to some extent tried out in 
the early days after the Russian revolution. For a short period, 
known as ‘War Communism,' a combination of grave economic 
conditions and Bolshevik theory led to an experiment with an 
economy of ‘moneyless accounting,’ which was very exciting while 
it lasted, until the resulting chaos and almost complete running 
down of the economic machine forced even the most ardent revo¬ 
lutionaries to come to terms with common sense. Accordingly 
money and trade were again recognized as necessary, the party 
took over control of the state, and the state of much industry, while 
in many sectors a large measure of private enterprise was restored 
in the famous New Economic Policy of Lenin (1921). When by 
1928 the economy w^as running again with reasonable efficiency, 
Stalin thought the time had come to abolish private enterprise, 
whereupon the first Five Year Plan was inaugurated. 

In the early Bolshevik days, too, the idea was prevalent that law, 
even the criminal code, would not be necessary for very long; an 
idea that found some expression in the Soviet Constitution of 
1918, and which persisted until the 1930's, when Stalin came out 
strongly against it. Nevertheless, it may be wrong to suppose that 
the dream of ‘full communism,' of the final classless communist 
society of plenty, has entirely faded. It is still common enough in 
Marxist literature, and within the U.S.S.R. may serve a real psy¬ 
chological purpose by directing the attention of the people be¬ 
yond their present hardships to a brighter future. The point is, 
however, that the dream of the stateless society has been postponed 
for realization in a distant future; and Soviet theory must there- 

37. Principles of Communism, pp. 15, 17; Cf. On Authority. Selected Works, 
1951, I, pp. 575 ff. 
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fore give an explanation why so little apparent progress toward it 
is being made. 

The official explanation, as mentioned earlier, is that the in¬ 
terim stage of ‘socialism’ can come in one country, but that the 
final stage of full communism must wait upon the coming of the 
revolution in the rest of the world, or at least in the most advanced 
states. I'his is all very well, as far as it goes, but of course it avoids 
the question: why is the interim stage so vastly different from that 
anticipated by Marx and Lenin? And to that question the usual 
answer is: the U.S.S.R. is not an island isolated from the rest of the 
world, but is encircled by a ‘system of states’ hostile and threaten¬ 
ing. Hence it is necessary to preserve all the usual state apparatus: 
of government, law, and the constitution, of secret police and 
armed forces, so long as the Soviet Union is threatened from 
abroad. There is no way of telling how much the leaders them¬ 
selves believe that the Soviet Union is the potential victim of for¬ 
eign attack, or how much the threat of foreign danger is used as 
an excuse to justify the existing order in the U.S.S.R. But if the 
Soviet people really believe it, as they presumably do, since they 
have been told often enough, we can understand how easy it must 
be for the Kremlin to secure genuine and widespread approval of 
its regime. 

For one reason or another, then, the dictatorship of the prole¬ 
tariat continues, and ‘stateless administration’ — whatever that ex¬ 
pression may mean — cannot arrive until (a) all or most of the 
world is communist and (b) what Stalin called ‘absolute abun¬ 
dance* has been attained. 

Sometimes the Russians assert that the problem of the withering 
away of the state is entirely theoretical and of no present interest. 
More often they argue tliat the proletarian state is a state with a 
difference, the difference being that it is not a class state, that 
Soviet law is not class law but ‘norms of behavior.' The apparent 
contradiction between the original expectations of Marx and 
Lenin and the existing situation in Russia was ‘explained’ by 
Stalin: 

We are in favour of the state withering away and at the same 

time we stand for the strengthening of the dictatorship of the 
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proletariat, which represents the most powerful and mighty 
authority of all forms of state which have existed up to the 
present day. The highest possible development of the power 
of the state: that is the Marxist formula. Is it contradictory? 
Yes, it is contradictory. But this contradiction is a living thing, 
and completely reflects Marxist dialectics.®® 

As recently as 1951 he argued that the nearer the Soviet Union 
comes to communism, the stronger the state must be. 

If this is not mere double talk, it means that the state machinery 
will grow more and more powerful and totalitarian before it be¬ 
gins to Vither*; that is, things will get much worse in the Soviet 
Union before they can get better. As to how the withering process 
is to take place, w^e are given the dialectical paradox: ‘It is pre¬ 
cisely along the path of the consolidation and higher development 
of the proletarian state that the withering away of the state takes 
place.’ Even the party will ‘wither away’ in time: ‘When classes 
disappear and the dictatorship of the proletariat dies out, the 
party will also die out.' 

IX 

Perhaps the most just, and certainly the basic, criticism of the 
M.'^rxist-Leninist theory of the state’s withering away and of the 
classless society is made by calling attention to its incredibly naive 
and Utopian outlook. The future is to bring a condition of com¬ 
plete anarchy, without any government at all, by the voluntary 
abdication of the proletarian dictatorship. Or, since the vision of 
Marx and Lenin is a confused one, perhaps a better name for their 
classless society is ‘organized anarchy.’ 

Politically the vision rests upon the assumption that govern¬ 
ment by its very nature is repressive and forcible; and this in turn 
is based upon the anarchist fallacy that every element of force 
is bad. The only diflFerence between Marx and the anarchists was 
that Marx approved of temporary force, the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, which was a unique expression of authority: the force 
to end all force. 

38. Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 184, note by Stalin. 

39. Stalin, Foundations of Leninism, Handbook, p. 851, 
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Economically, the vision rests upon the assumption of an auto¬ 
matic, self-regulating economic machine. Only rarely does one find 
in the Marxist literature casual references to the need for au¬ 
thority or economic planning in the classless society, when ‘the 
government of persons is replaced by the administration of things 
and the direction of the processes of production.* Marx displayed 
singularly little recognition of the economic problem of choice 
and alternatives, and made no useful suggestion about how it may 
be solved, as it must be, so long as man lives with unlimited wants 
in a world of limited resources. Other economists also, both be¬ 
fore and after Marx, have not thought of the economic problem 
in those Robbinsian terms. Adam Smith, for instance, was con¬ 
cerned only with increasing the scarce means, the wealth of na¬ 
tions, and not with the problem of allocation. 

Not only did Marx, like Lenin after him, fail to take note of the 
problem of allocation of resources, of the balancing of alternatives, 
but he also labored under the false impression that control of 
production and the making of economic decisions were extremely 
simple, and that all economic processes would somehow almost 
run themselves once capitalism was overthrown. This is due 
mainly, as mentioned, to his gross exaggeration of the possibilities 
of modern technology to usher in the world of plenty once the 
exploiting class had been liquidated. 

All Marxist literature is full of the same simple faith. Marx 
and Engels therefore abused Malthus and his population theory 
with great gusto: ‘the contemptible Malthus,* ‘the fundamefital 
meanness of his outlook,* ‘a libel on the human race,' ‘this repul¬ 
sive blasphemy against man and nature.' Lysenko has echoed the 
same sentiments: ‘the mad-brained reactionary Malthusian scheme 
on population.’ 

The theory of Malthus had, as a matter of sober fact, been 
widely used in the nineteenth century to stifle humanitarian im¬ 
pulses and to block social reforms, and this so annoyed Marx that 
he seems never to have realized what Malthus was driving at. Eng¬ 
els once or twice conceded a certain truth in the Malthusian 

40. Selected Correspondence, pp. so, 198; Death of a Science in Russia, p. 
100. Ronald L. Meek (cd.), Marx and Engels on Malthus, London, 1953, pp. 
60. >»5"5S- 
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population-subsistence ratio, but argued that there was no need 
to worry about it until the vacant lands of the earth were plowed 
up. Should communist society ever be ‘obliged to regulate the 
production of human beings/ it will do so, and ‘it is for the peo¬ 
ple in the communist society themselves to decide . . / *' 

In much the same way Marx and Engels showed the greatest 
contempt for the law of diminishing returns (by which followers 
of Malthus later supported his theory) and held it to be sufficiently 
refuted by the progress of science. Lenin went to great pains to 
refute the same law, and the Soviet authorities similarly misunder¬ 
stand it, and assert that ‘practical refutation' is given by the 
mechanization of agriculture in the Soviet Union.** 

Contemporary Western Marxists are inclined to regard Malthu¬ 
sianism today as merely an ideological weapon used by the bour¬ 
geoisie in the fight against the social revolution: 

If the social struggles of the early nineteenth century were 
essentially summed up in the controversies between Malthus 
and Ricardo, those of our own times are perhaps not unfairly 
summed up in that between Malthusians and Marxists. 

Keynesian theory is regarded as a somewhat more sophisticated 
extension of Malthusianism, serving the same ‘reactionary' pur¬ 
poses.*® 

The original views of the successful Russian revolutionaries 
were, as previously noted, extremely elementary on the subjects 
of trade, industry, the civil service, and the immediate possibili¬ 
ties of public ownership. Their crude and unrealistic theory was 
in fact a considerable handicap, and goes far to explain why it 
took so many years after the revolution to restore the Russian 
economy. Lenin and his party learned slowly and by the bitter 
and costly lessons of experience. 

The civil war, although it set back economic reconstruction, 
was in one sense the event that saved the Russian revolution. The 

41. Meek, op. cit. p. 109. 

42. Selected Correspondence, pp. 31, 170, 201; Lenin, The Agrarian Question 
and the Critics of Marx, The Ishra Period, 1, pp. iSsff. Engels thought there 
would be no housing shortage if owners of big houses were expropriated, and 
the poor moved in. The Housing Question, Handbook, p. 344. 

43. Meek, op. cit. p. 47. 
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Bolsheviks could appear as the champions of the social revolu¬ 
tion in the eyes of the poor peasants and workers, both of whom 
were bound to react strongly against any attempt to restore the 
old order. Armies led by the old Czarist officers, supported by 
landlords, were enemies against whom Bolsheviks and peasants 
could unite. The war also forced the Bolsheviks to lay aside their 
more unrealistic theories, to forge and use instruments of gov¬ 
ernment— a professional army and an administrative bureauc¬ 
racy — which they had formerly despised. Above all, during the 
war the party was tempered and improved, and a secret political 
police (the Cheka) was founded and perfected. 

Whereas in 1917 Lenin had talked of allowing 'complete free¬ 
dom to the creative faculties of the masses,' by 1921 he was de¬ 
ploring the 'low culture* and ignorance of the Russian workers 
and peasants, the fecklessness and inexperience of the intellectuals. 
Perhaps gold might be used in the future for 'building public 
lavatories in the streets,' but in the meantime it must be mined 
and sold at the highest prices to buy goods from abroad.** The 
need for a managerial and technical class became desperate, and 
he decided that even 'bourgeois' experts must be retained; while 
wage differentials and severe factory discipline were firmly estab¬ 
lished and systematized. Following some remarks of Engels, Lenin 
redefined 'equality of wages' to mean the abolition of classes, a 
definition that left plenty of room for justifying large disparities 
of income, rank, and privileges. 

Nowadays the Russians seem to realize — although they have 
been loath to admit it publicly — all the elaborate implications, 
in terms of technology, incentives, bureaucracy, and law, that are 
demanded by the planned economy, whether production is for 
use or for profit. I'he Stakhanovite or piece-work system in mines 
and factories is one sign of the new realism. Another is the forced- 
labor camps which are integrated into the economic plans: camps 
that are probably much worse than the Lena goldfields of Czarist 
Russia, which had been notorious for their massacres and condi¬ 
tions of semi-slavery. Public law and the criminal code have grown 
rapidly, and penalties have become more severe in order to cope 
with the mounting number of offenses against details of the 

44. Lenin, Selected Works, 1951. n> Part a, p. 608. 



176 


INTRODUCTION TO MARXIST THEORY 


planned economy and against public property. As we have seen, 
too, the temporary nature of the elaborate dictatorship is now 
less emphasized, and the extraneous factor of capitalist encircle¬ 
ment is more often called upon to reinforce the argument for a 
strong state. 

We find in Marx no word on the elaborate arrangements that 
are needed if industry is to be conducted ‘democratically'; or on 
the conflicts that will always be present between individual and 
sectional interests and the public interest. Nor is there in his 
writings any conception of the extensive social controls and laws 
that are required to insure the civil liberties and the freedom of 
personality which Marx so much desired for the workers; or any 
conception of the place of voluntary and other group organiza¬ 
tions in mediating between the individual and the state. Prob¬ 
lems of politics and economics vanish altogether once capitalism 
is abolished. Human behavior can, we hope, be improved in the 
course of time, but it is unwise to the point of foolishness to ex¬ 
pect any great transformation because of a change from private to 
public ownership. The experience of the Soviet Union has not 
shown us anything new in this regard, despite all the absurd talk 
about the new ‘Soviet man’ with his ‘norms of behavior.' It has 
merely underlined the old lesson to be learned from every tyrant: 
that if the tyranny is complete and ruthless enough any nation can 
be forced into conformity to the ruler's wishes. 

Marx also had nothing to say on the commercial policy or for¬ 
eign relations between communist and non-communist countries, 
an omission no doubt due to his belief that such a relationship 
would be only temporary, since the revolution was to be expected 
more or less simultaneously in the capitalist countries. Lenin and 
Stalin were forced to repair the omission. In the 1920's, and espe¬ 
cially with the banishment of Trotsky, and the concentration on 
building communism within Russia, Stalin tended to favor the 
doctrine of ‘peaceful co-existence.' This policy was taken a step 
further, toward more active co-operation with the democracies 
after 1932, as Stalin became aware of the threat from the Nazis. 
And so Soviet policy shifted to the support of collective security 
and the League of Nations until Munich showed, or seemed to 
show, Stalin that the West could not be relied upon, and he en- 
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tered the pact of non-aggression with Hitler in order to provide 
more ‘breathing space* in which to prepare for the expected war. 

Today the policy seems to be that commercial and other rela¬ 
tions may be entered into on a basis of ad hoc negotiations, but 
since the world revolution is sooner or later bound to come, all 
arrangements are meant merely to bridge the gap of time until the 
revolution is world wide. Meantime the U.S.S.R. aims at maxi- 
niuin self-sufficiency, and prefers to trade only with its satellites. 
Occasionally foreign-trade agreements may be sought, when the 
Soviet Union feels in need of materials, or has surpluses, or when 
trade may be used as an instrument of foreign policy. 

Marx was preoccupied with the dangers of economic power in 
tlie hands of the bourgeoisie, so preoccupied that he gave no 
thought to the dangers of combined political and economic power 
in the coinniunist state, or to the social organization of the class¬ 
less society. It is a pity, however, that he did not lift his gaze be¬ 
yond the revolution and make some attempt to analyze his more 
ilistant goals. He merely assumed that the new property relations 
of pidilic ownership would almost automatically produce the ideal 
society; that given the procedures of the Marxist laws of history 
the content would take care of itself. 

Again, the nature of the economic problem under a planned 
economy has only recently entered prominently into the realm 
of socialist discussion. All socialists have historically been con¬ 
cerned with the evils of capitalism, and have usually done less than 
justice to the role of the market and the social function of profit 
in co-ordinating economic activities. Marxists have been even less 
realistic and have tended to disparage economics as a ‘bourgeois* 
science, its principles holding true only of the capitalist economy, 
and economists being — in Marx’s phrase — ‘scientific representa¬ 
tives of the bourgeois class.* 

I'here are many signs that the Soviet attitude toward economic 
studies has changed. We are told, for example, that the ‘law of 
value.’ formerly thought to have no place in ‘socialist economics,* 
applies also — though ‘transformed’ — in the Soviet Union. Sta¬ 
lin’s pamphlet of 1952, Economic Problems of Socialism in the 
US.S.R., asserted bluntly that the laws of economics are valid in 
the U.S.S.R. as elsewhere. Soviet economists have been, as it were. 



•78 


INTRODUCTION TO MARXIST THEOR^■ 


restored to respectability and now discuss among themselves the 
technical problems of savings, investment, priorities, and so on. 
These problems are, moreover, not confined to the Soviet Union 
but are becoming urgent in the rest of the world also as the role 
of the free market is steadily being reduced. The question of sup¬ 
plements or substitutes for the more or less free pricing mechanism 
is one of the most technical and pressing of economic questions. 
But it is not one on which Marxism throw's any light. 

There is no basis in jurisprudence, sociology, economics, or mere 
common sense for the extraordinary Marxist doctrine regarding 
the withering of the state. We know from the experience of every 
controlled and planned economy that the very opposite of the 
Marxist theory is true: that there is bound to be a great prolifera¬ 
tion of law and bureaucracy once private enterprise and the mar¬ 
ket mechanism are replaced by an economic plan. To say this is 
not to pass judgment on the merits of economic planning, which 
are often many and substantial, providing that planning is flex¬ 
ible and not pushed to an extreme. But even if the merits are ad¬ 
mitted, simplicity and an absence of state machinery are not 
among them. 



In nature . . . there are only blind unconscious 
agencies acting upon one another and out of whose 
interplay the general law comes into operation . . . 
In the history of society, on the other hand, the ac¬ 
tors are all endowed with consciousness . . . But 
this distinction, important as it is for historical in¬ 
vestigation, particularly of single epochs and events, 
cannot alter the fact that the course of history is 
governed by inner general laws . . . and it is only 
a matter of discovering these laws. Engels.^ 

One intellectual excitement has, however, been de¬ 
nied me. Men wiser and more learned than I have 
discerned in history a plot, a rhythm, a predeter¬ 
mined pattern. These harmonies are concealed 
from me. H. A. L. Fisher.^ 
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Marxism as a Philosophy of History 


I 

Marx’s economic interpretahon of history may be judged in two 
ways. One way is to subject it to analytical scrutiny and relate it to 
the evidence of historical and statistical research (a task that was 
attempted in Chapters 3 and 4). It may also be judged on more 
broadly philosophical grounds. When looked at in this way, Marx¬ 
ism becomes an instance of the species known as 'philosophy of 
history.’ This fashionable phrase does not refer to a method of 
writing or studying history (methodology), but to something much 
wider, which may be called the 'meaning’ of history, or the attempt 
to understand and give 'significance’ to the course of events. 


1. Selected Works, 1942,1, p. 457. 

s. History of Europe, London, 1955, i. Preface. 
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The search for a meaning in history is an ancient pastime. From 
Plato onward men have tried to agree on the ‘fable of history.' 
The plain man clearly holds a philosophy of history, even if it is 
only a few ancient saws or the lessons in patriotism which he ab¬ 
sorbs from his school books and his environment. Never more than 
now were men frantically examining the records of the past to find 
the laws upon which they can base a faith to live by. Many people, 
like Marx, make this search wnth their faith already cut and dried, 
and it is not surprising that they then emerge from the archives 
with a set of selected or even manufactured facts to guarantee the 
truth of their interpretations of history. Even so, it is a search that 
has often employed the most sensitive and subtle minds, and one 
may well hesitate to add to the ocean of ink that has been spilled 
on philosophies of history in general. 

One great stumbling block faces us at the outset: can any phi¬ 
losophy of history be tested by an appeal to the evidence of histori¬ 
cal events? The answer is not easy to give, but on the whole it 
appears that the record of events is not such as to establish the 
truth of any philosophy. Most of the basic philosophic and theo¬ 
logical questions are of the type that neutral and scientific inquiry 
cannot answer. What is the purpose of life? Is there a meaning 
behind history? Such questions are not answerable by the natural 
or social sciences, and this warning must be kept in mind in any 
rational or scientific analysis of Marx's laws of history. 

The idea that the course of history, like the physical universe, 
is subject to laws lying behind the seemingly fortuitous events is 
one that has fascinated many learned people in all ages. Marx 
never doubted that such laws exist, and that they are knowable. 
He claimed indeed to have discovered them, to have laid bare the 
pattern of law that actually exists beneath the surface, to have 
‘made the processes of history conscious.' The question of histori¬ 
cal laws is intimately woven into the Marxist meaning of history, 
for to Marx the laws were the guarantee that history would bring 
the revolution and afterward the classless society. The Marxist 
science of history was meant to prove the truth of the Marxist 
philosophy of history. As Stalin expressed it: 

. . . the science of the history of society, despite all the com- 
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plexity of the phenomena of social life, can become as precise 
a science as, let us say, biology, and capable of making use of 
the laws of development of society for practical purposes . . . 
Hence socialism is converted from a dream of a better future 
for humanity into a science.® 

We may now put the question to Marx. Has he, by calling at¬ 
tention to economic influences, done more than give us a useful 
clue to understanding how social change often occurs? Has he in 
fact revealed any law by which history ineluctably develops? The 
facts of industrial development since Marx's day have not con¬ 
formed to Marx's expectations, since neither the sharpening class 
struggle nor the increasing improvishment has come about. This 
does not noticeably worry the Marxist, because he rests his case 
upon an ultimate act of faith which, like most faiths, is elastic 
enough to cover all contingencies. The dialectic of history, like 
all ambitious historical interpretations, can thus hardly be refuted 
by experience; on the contrary, experience must be adjusted to 
the theory — which is always an easy task for an ingenious be¬ 
liever. Marx himself believed, as any thorough-going Hegelian 
does, that there is a pattern of logical and dialectical necessity in 
history. The Marxist construction is not so much a series of de¬ 
ductions from a few fixed premises (which it is often taken to be) 
as a kind of Gestalt or pattern imposed upon society and history. 
To assume such a fixed and necessary pattern in history is meta¬ 
physical in the worst sense of that word, and puts the shaping of 
events forever beyond the reach of man, even collectively, and 
even in the classless society. 

Here, as elsewhere, Marx occasionally broke through the fog of 
the dialectic. Once, in later life, when he was behaving like an 
economic historian and not like a dialectician, he protested against 
a ‘historico-philosophical theory of the marche generate imposed 
by fate upon every people.' * But this lapse into clarity was only 
temporary, and did nothing to alter his conviction of the truth of 
his own inevitable law of history. 

5. Leninism, p. 416. 

4. Selected Correspondence, p. 554. 



i 82 


INTRODUCTION TO MARXIST THEORY 


II 

There are several weighty reasons why Marx the dialectician 
w^as wrong, some of them telling with equal force against all am¬ 
bitions laws of history. The first great error, underlying the as¬ 
sumption of any law of history, is to assume that there is only one 
history revealed to us. History (that is, the narrative) is not a tale 
of events that have happened once and for all, a record of limited 
and available facts which all must accept. To begin with, there 
are many gaps in our records, so that it is always easier to derive 
so-called laws where the historical record is scanty. Perhaps for 
that reason it has been said that 'ignorance is the first requisite of 
the historian,' and for the same reason, too, the scientific historians 
such as Vico, Montesquieu, Machiavelli, and Marx have been led 
astray by the limited historical evidence available to them. Many 
civilizations have come and gone of which we possess only the 
most fragmentary knowledge. I’here is little doubt, too, that only 
Marx's ignorance of the ancient and medieval worlds enabled him 
to make his wide generalizations about them. 

Then again, such information of the past as we do possess is 
heavily weighted in certain directions. Only some types of ma¬ 
terial were put on record, for example, legal codes and the chroni¬ 
cles of kings, and even this documentary evidence is often meager 
and written to prove a point. The records of archaeology are of 
a certain durable kind — pots and tombs and arrowheads — so 
that in reconstructing an early civilization, reliance is put on evi¬ 
dence weighted in favor of the material and practical. But a civili¬ 
zation is much more than its artifacts. 

Finally, and even more important, is the fact that the only his¬ 
tory we can be aware of is history as we read or select it. At times 
the information is absent, while at others the facts are too numer¬ 
ous for all of them to be taken into account. Selection is always 
personal, and ‘facts' are not the same to all. Since all historical 
events are unique, so far as we know, choosing those that are sig¬ 
nificant or relevant is always difficult and is invariably carried out 
in the light of a prior theory or principle of selection. Even the 
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historian who goes to history out of disinterested curiosity cannot 
begin to order his material unless he first has a question to put. 

Yet such a view is not sheer skepticism and is not to say that 
history is whatever we say it is. Many if not most scientific events 
are also, in a sense, unique. Yet in history, as in science, generaliza¬ 
tion is possible and, indeed, necessary if we are to explain any¬ 
thing. The evidence must be scrutinized with care, and above all 
assessed with intellectual integrity. I'here is both good and bad 
written history, aside altogether from literary style, and even 
though it may be written from different points of view it is not all 
merely agreeable fiction. We are entitled to demand of the his¬ 
torian that he should state his bias and make plain what question 
he puts to the historical record. If different questions are put dif¬ 
ferent answers will be obtained, and so there is often a gulf be¬ 
tween an agreed account of what happened and its interpretation. 
In short, the only answers we can get from history are those our 
questions are designed to elicit, the only meaning we shall find 
is the meaning we ourselves put into history. Our question, or 
meaning, then becomes the principle of selection which deter¬ 
mines what things ‘matter,' and how they are interpreted. Marx, 
like all interpreters of history, was incurably teleological (although 
he would never have admitted it) when he wrote the story of his¬ 
tory and gave it a plot and a climax. 

In his recent book. The Free Society, J. Middleton Murry de¬ 
scribes his search of history to find something which would give 
meaning to his existence, which would enable him to integrate 
his life by showing him where his main duty lay. For a while he 
was overwhelmed by Marx's vision of history and wrote his early 
book. The Necessity of Communism, to justify and spread the 
good tidings. With the passing of the years he lost his enthusiasm, 
and from a Marxist became a true liberal, realizing that present 
history can have a meaning to man only in a free society. We can 
give it a meaning, good or bad, by choosing an end and promoting 
it. But no account of the past can possibly tell us what we ought 
to do, or what will happen. To think otherwise is very much like 
saying that history is unfolding according to a divine plan, of 
which we arrogantly claim to have private knowledge. Any such 
clue to history by means of which we can know the course and 
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destiny of man on earth is something to be discerned by the eye 
of faith and is not deducible from a study of economic or any 
other history. 

The ends men have chosen, the questions they have asked, the 
meanings they have read into history are legion. To some, history 
is the rise and spread of Christianity, tending toward a goal that 
is variously defined; to Hegel history was the dialectical progres¬ 
sion toward freedom in the deified state; to Voltaire it was the 
growth of human reason; to others it may be the growth of con¬ 
science, or of the ‘liberal idea,' or the progress of philosophy, or 
an ever-closer approximation to the truth, or the improvement 
of man's technology and his command over nature. Often history 
has been merely an account of power politics, or the record of ‘the 
crimes, follies, and misfortunes of mankind,' or what Carlyle called 
‘a distillation of rumour.' If social conditions are really bad, men 
may take refuge in a timeless world outside history altogether — 
this is a notable feature of Oriental mysticism. The Western world 
has in the main been saved from this, largely because of the keen 
sense of history in Judaism, which in turn was incorporated into 
Christianity. Mass mysticism and withdrawal are always tempting, 
however, in a period of social disintegration, such as the present, 
or when the verdict of history seems to be going against our cause. 
St. Augustine's City of God may, from one standpoint, be justly 
regarded as a classic example of escapist literature, pointing the 
way to a retreat from a world in ruins. 

Since there is and can be no one exclusive meaning, the search 
for a simple formula, a single pattern of law, is futile. There are 
in short as many histories, as many ‘red threads,' as there are inter¬ 
ests or beliefs or philosophies. The cyclical theories of the Greeks, 
the organic analogies of Spengler, the challenges and responses of 
Toynbee are not publicly verifiable interpretations of all history, 
but merely suggestive abstractions reflecting the tastes of their 
inventors or of their times. Marx, too, seeking to justify his pat¬ 
tern of the historic class struggle ending in the classless society, 
was engaged in a metaphysical and non-rational quest. Man is re¬ 
sponsible for what happens, not destiny or chance or any economic 
or social forces, or any other factor external to man himself. The 
future therefore also depends on ourselves and is not written in 
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the stars or the dialectic. We must learn, as adults, to live with the 
fact that we do not and cannot know the course of the future. 

Marx may retort that his law of history is merely a probability, a 
generalization based upon a large number of cases. When treated 
in this way Marxism becomes a working hypothesis which may 
be tested by the evidence. But it is not a tenable reply for Marx, 
for two reasons (as noted at greater length in Chapter 7). First, 
Marx used only three cases — slavery, feudalism, capitalism — of 
which the first two were examined with so little care that they 
hardly serve to support any kind of generalization. The founda¬ 
tion of the whole law is in fact the one case of capitalism, and 
hence there is no induction about it; and even this one case, as we 
have seen in the preceding chapters, has not conformed to the 
law. Second, Marx was not setting out a cautious statement of 
probability, a working hypothesis, an extrapolation of social 
trends prefaced by ceteris paribus. He cast the horoscope of cap¬ 
italism, making no allowance for other trends, and admitting no 
possibility that the future could take a course other than that 
which he outlined. The error behind Marx's dialectic law of his¬ 
tory may be summed up by saying that he was merely universaliz¬ 
ing his private plans for capitalism. 

An essential part of Marx's theory, it will be recalled, is that 
ideologies are a ‘reflection' of the economic foundation; that they 
are merely part of an economically determined superstructure. If 
this is true, then the second great objection which may be raised 
is that what Marx had to say was relevant only to nineteenth- 
century conditions, especially those prevailing at the time he lived 
and wrote, but is not applicable either to past economic systems 
or to the future. Marx saw this clearly enough in the case of the 
bourgeoisie of his day, and Engels, too, noted the same thing when 
he blamed the bourgeoisie for identifying generalizations from 
their own class point of view with the eternal laws of nature.® Yet 
what is said about the bourgeoisie is equally true of Marxists. 
Plekhanov came near to admitting this when he said that Marxist 
theory could have come into being only when determined by the 
evolution of capitalist methods of production. Max Beer wrote: 
‘Marxism is quite a natural growth of the revolutionary soil of the 

5. Ibid. p. 518. 
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first half of the 19th Century'; and J. B. S. Haldane writes today: 
‘Marxism is-the best and truest philosophy that could have been 
provided under the social conditions of the mid* 19th Century.' ® 

The essential truth of this common criticism of Marxism still 
holds: if Marxism is right, the Marxist theory itself is economically 
determined and it is an open question whether another theory will 
not be thrown up out of another foundation. This does not alto¬ 
gether dispose of the broad generalization at the basis of Marx's 
system, that is, that economic forces are immensely important in 
history — a truism which can hardly be denied — but it is a fatal 
objection to the more specific parts of the Marxist ideology and to 
any determinate predictions. Like all determinist theories Marxism 
is trapped in its own logic, although Marxists appear to think their 
theory is exempt from determinism. The conclusion is inescapa¬ 
ble: that Marxism is true only as an abstraction of one of the 
tendencies at work in the capitalist society of the mid-nineteenth 
century. Or as Marx himself put it: the theory expresses ‘in gen¬ 
eral terms, actual relations springing from an existing class strug¬ 
gle, from a historical movement going on under our very eyes.' ^ 
That was in 1848. It makes a good rationalization in support of 
what Marx wanted for the proletariat in the future, and may be a 
useful guide to the historian or sociologist, but it is a long way 
from this to a massive interpretation of all history. 

The third great objection to Marx's conception of history is his 
explanation of the course of history by reference to a single factor, 
the basic proposition of which, as Engels emphasized in his speech 
at Marx’s graveside, is that mankind must eat before it can do 
anything else. Now this is vulnerable on two counts: first, one can 
explain history just as well by reference to any other single desire 
of man, such as his sexual instinct, or his will to power. We have 
even been offered a ‘syphilitic interpretation' of history. Second, 
all single-factor explanations of history are open to suspicion, 
whether the factor is found in man or in nature. If it is found 
in nature there is the insuperable difficulty of explaining away 
the different cultures that have flourished in the same geographi- 

6. Plekhanov, Fundamental Problems of Marxism, p. 95; M. Beer, Life of 
Marx, p. 71. Haldane, Marxist Philosophy and the Sciences, p. 17. 

7. Communist Manifesto, 
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cal environment. If the factor is found in man the obstacle is 
no less. From the dawn of recorded history man has had the same 
biological nature as he has now, but reference to this constant 
factor will not explain why the same basic ‘urges* have taken such 
different forms in the many civilizations. No doubt it is true that 
the economic foundation has conditioned, or influenced, other 
social changes; but it is equally true that other changes and fac¬ 
tors have conditioned the economic. The rise of industrialism, for 
example, has taken significantly different forms in England, the 
United States, and Japan. Marx and Engels are both on record 
as noting that the results may differ because of differing circum¬ 
stances, and the action of man himself. As a student of economic 
history, Marx wrote: ‘Thus events strikingly analogous but taking 
place in different historic surroundings led to totally different 
results*; and Engels: ‘Everything which sets men in motion must 
go through their minds; but what form it will take in the mind 
will depend very much upon the circumstances.* ® But this modest 
and sensible attitude is rarely found in Marxist literature, and 
is quite out of keeping with Marx*s implacable laws of history. 

There is even serious doubt whether it is possible to isolate the 
influence of one factor throughout all history. Are not historical 
causes so complex and interacting that it is in fact impossible to 
say that most great historical events had a single cause? This 
seems particularly true when we are trying to analyze the rise or 
fall of a civilization, and especially when we bear in mind the 
shortages of historical information on earlier civilizations. Many 
things contributed to the rise and fall of the Roman Empire; a 
long series of steps led up to capitalism, some of them peaceful 
and some of them not. To take one alleged overriding influence, 
and by using it to impose an order upon the complexities of his¬ 
torical change with all their contingencies and imponderables, is 
only to achieve simplicity by violating the facts. We may as well 
confess it: we do not know how some factors, even relatively 
straightforward factors such as the physical environment or the 
role of leadership, have affected history at different times. 

Oscar Wilde was not merely coining an epigram when he said 
that truth is seldom pure and never simple. An imposed simplifica- 
8. Selected Works, 1, p. 459. 
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tion may often be useful, even necessary: but which order or unity 
is chosen and imposed on the facts will depend on the purpose in 
hand, and so will have only a special or particular validity. That 
is one of the reasons why history is always being rewritten. New 
histories are written as new philosophies and points of view are 
adopted, so that every age turns to history for its own purposes. 
To use Croce’s famous aphorism: all history is contemporary his¬ 
tory. Hence, too, national histories differ greatly in their accounts 
of the same events. What Marx did was to insist that his personal 
order had a universal, almost an absolute validity. 

Ill 

The fourth objection is closely allied and arises from Marx’s 
assumption that history has moved ‘upward,’ whether in a straight 
line or, as the Marxist would prefer to put it, in a spiral by a series 
of dialectical leaps. One trouble with this is Marx’s bland assump¬ 
tion that there is something called universal history of which it 
is possible to trace the lineage. Toynbee avoided this mistake 
neatly enough, although he showed some doubt about how many 
civilizations he should count; that is to say, he dealt with speci¬ 
mens which he was unable to identify when he saw them. Marx, 
like Hegel before him, was concerned only with European history, 
and his references to other civilizations, whether in the contem¬ 
porary East or in the ancient world, were seldom more than per¬ 
functory. Most philosophies of history have grossly neglected the 
non-Western world. These many civilizations were not, and cannot 
be, brought into one stream which may be traced from its source 
through all its meanderings, until it ends in European industrial¬ 
ism.® A variation of this criticism arises from the use of the dialecti¬ 
cal method: Since history has no terminus ad quern and no termi¬ 
nus a quo, any period may be taken as thesis or antithesis, depend¬ 
ing on what one wants to prove. The dialectic in history is open 
to all the objections raised in Chapter 2 against the dialectic in 
logic. 

9. Lenin’s view was that world history since 1848 is clearly divided into 
three periods: (1) from the 1848 revolution to the Paris Commune of 1871. 
(2) from 1871 to the Russian Revolution of 1905, and (3) the period since 
then. Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 70. 
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Another difficulty lies in the idea of historical progress. Before 
a discussion of progress can be carried on intelligently, some ac¬ 
ceptable criterion must be laid down, and this is not at all easy to 
do. It is also hard to define what is meant by progress in a biologi¬ 
cal or evolutionary sense. A common definition is this: some bio¬ 
logical changes — in adaptation, reproduction, and so on — are 
restrictive; that is, they are dead ends, and prevent any further 
changes or adaptations being made. If the environment should 
then change, the lack of adaptability may mean extinction for 
a species. Some changes, on the other hand, permit scope for still 
further changes, and these may be called progressive, since they 
are flexible and leave the future open. (A dinosaur would not, I 
think, have accepted this criterion of biological progress.) On the 
analogy of the biological argument we could call an increase of 
knowledge or mastery over nature progressive, since they increase 
the adaptability of man or the possibilities open to him. But possi¬ 
bility is not inevitability, so that the result still depends on what 
we do with our possibilities. 

Although hardly any standard of historical progress which we 
choose to take would be beyond dispute, nevertheless a plausible 
case can be made out for progress as measured in certain terms 
commonly accepted in the Western world. If we could agree on 
some objective standard, such as productivity per capita, then 
progress could be measured with fair ease. Indeed the Marxist 
standard of progress, as well as the standard by which he evalu¬ 
ated different cultures, was just that: efficiency in producing goods 
and services. Hence he could speak of later societies, since they 
were more productive, as being in advance of their predecessors. 
Not everyone however would agree that the society with the high¬ 
est output of goods per capita is necessarily the best. 

Sometimes the Marxist standard has been described as freedom 
for mankind, which in turn involves three factors: (1) increased 
productivity, (2) collective action, and (3) human development. 
The first two may be measured, but the third is of course subject 
to a number of interpretations. Marx himself once gave a more 
humorous test of progress: 

Anybody who knows anything of history knows that great 

social changes are impossible without the feminine ferment. 
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Social progress can be measured exactly by the social position 

of the fair sex (the ugly ones included).^® 

We could perhaps take the extension of man’s scientific knowl¬ 
edge as progress, and if that is our standard mankind has clearly 
traveled upward in the last few hundred years. Never before has 
mankind had the scientific and technological basis for civilization 
which modern man possesses. Moreover, as superstition and 
ignorance with respect to nature have given way to knowledge, 
we have been able to use that knowledge to cure disease and ease 
pain, decrease poverty, diffuse education and the arts, lengthen 
the span of life, and to support a vastly increased world popula¬ 
tion. This was the standard of ‘verifiable progress’ which Walter 
Bagehot put forward in the last century, and it is perhaps the most 
plausible.^^ Some, perhaps all, of these things would be called 
good in themselves, even by the moral philosopher; but if not, at 
the very least they have made it more possible for man to lead 
a good life by widening his opportunities and removing handi¬ 
caps. 

Our knowledge of nature and, to some extent, of man’s social 
behavior has enabled us more and more to take our personal and 
collective destiny in hand, and consciously to plan it in many 
directions. This enlargement of our freedom, by enabling us to 
substitute choice and intelligence for drift, seems to be a step 
forward, since it enables us to build more rationally. All this, how¬ 
ever, is clearly a liberal view of progress, which was on the whole 
common to Hegel, Marx, and a great majority of nineteenth- 
century writers. Increases in productivity, knowledge, and free¬ 
dom of choice would no doubt be dismissed by many high-minded 
people who would take only an improvement in morals as a sign of 
progress. In fact, jeers at the idea of progress are very common 
nowadays. But even with reference to moral standards a plausible, 
though not of course conclusive, case can be made out for progress. 
Over a portion of the world at least, life has grown more tolerant, 
manners are gentler and more kind, laws less harsh, cruelty to men 

10. Selected Correspondence, p. 255. Engels once gave an explanation of 
progress on other than the usual Marxist grounds: 'historical progress as a 
whole was dependent [in the past] on the activity of a small privileged 
minority.' Selected Works, 1942* 1, p. 12. 

11. W. Bagehot, Physics and Politics, London, 1912, pp. 208-9. 
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and animals has lessened* 'witches’ are no longer burned; the 
standard of public honesty has been raised; we subscribe to the 
idea that happiness is for the many, not only for the few; and so 
on. A reading of the social history of ancient Rome, of the Middle 
Ages in England, or of the frontier life of the American West, 
makes out a strong case for progress along these lines. There is 
of course an obverse side to the medal (Buchenwald, the Soviet 
labor camps, and so on) and one must never forget that all knowl¬ 
edge may be used for good or evil purposes; but it is hard to be¬ 
lieve that any person in the Western world would, after reflecting 
on the contrast, really prefer life in an earlier age if he had to take 
his chances then as an ordinary person, without special privileges. 

But whether this view of progress, or some other, is held does 
not greatly matter here. Even if it be granted that man has pro¬ 
gressed (by any standard at all) in some parts of the world over 
the period of recorded history, there is surely no evidence that 
this has been uniform; and there is no law of history that guaran¬ 
tees progress, or guarantees it in a linear or any other regular 
sequence. Whatever we believe to constitute progress, we can see 
decline as well as growth, retrogression as well as progress in history. 
It is easy to see that the civilizations of the Levant had their ups 
and downs, that Rome also fluctuated; and it would be hard to 
show that the Dark Ages were an improvement upon Rome at 
its best, or the Nazi Reich an advance upon the Weimar Republic. 
History has seen its ebbs as well as its flows, whatever we take 
as a tidemark, and of this Marx’s upward-spiraling dialectic takes 
no account. Many civilizations have come and gone, and there 
has been no upward continuity by which one civilization has al¬ 
ways begun at the peak reached by its predecessor. For all we know 
our most prized achievements may be wiped out almost overnight, 
and our Western civilization become one with Nineveh and Tyre; 
there is a fair prospect of such a fate in the near future. Yet if his¬ 
tory does not prove a steady progress neither does it confirm pessi¬ 
mism. It is we who read our own hopes and fears into history. 

The course of history (if we must use that ambiguous phrase) 
has been influenced by many factors among which the economic 
have doubtless had their part and an important one. Climate, 
geography, natural disasters, diseases, great leaders, ideas, even 
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chance, or the length of Cleopatra’s nose— all these and many 
more influences have made events what they have been. The ap¬ 
pearance on the world stage at a particular time of Marx himself 
or of Hitler or Lenin may in a sense be regarded as an accident. 
Yet it seems foolish to assert that the course of events in Europe 
and Russia would have been precisely the same had these men not 
lived when they did. 

Engels took the view that when the time was ripe for it the idea 
had to be discovered, and the related view that the great man 
miraculously appears whenever the circumstances demand him: 

. . . that if a Napoleon had been lacking, another would have 
filled the place, is proved by the fact that the man has always 
been found as soon as he became necessary.’^ 

This is clearly untenable, for all that circumstances can create is 
the opportunity for someone to come to the fore. And what of the 
times when the idea and the man did not appear? And who is 
to judge when the man has been necessary? Many have echoed 
Wordsworth’s cry: ‘Milton! thou shoulds’t be living at this hour,’ 
but they have cried in vain. Where, one may ask, was the genius 
to unite the Greek city states, to save the Roman Empire from 
collapse, to forestall the rise of Hitler, Mussolini, or Franco, to 
prevent Stalin's travesty of Marx’s more humane dreams, to lead 
Britain out of the depression of the 1930’s, or to bring together in 
accord the squabbling victors of 1945? 

Marx had a part of the truth in stressing the play of technology 
and economic forces in history. It is an important part of the truth, 
and in our personal lives we all readily see that there is an eco¬ 
nomic aspect to almost everything we do. Certainly there have been 
conflicts of many kinds in history, among them class conflicts; and 
doubtless at any one time, there were and are economic limits, and 
limits set by nature, within which man’s choice must operate. But 
when allowance has been made for the economic and all external 
factors, it remains true that the most important element in man’s 
history is man himself — his hopes, his beliefs, his purposes. 

It was partly because he overemphasized the limits and under- 

12. Selected Correspondence, p. 518; Cf. Plekhanov, The Role of the In- 
dividual in History, London, 1941. 
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estimated the extent of choice that Marx proved less accurate at 
prediction than he thought he would be. It was because he read 
his own presumed meaning into history, and then borrowed 
Hegel’s dialectical law to support it, that he was able to view his¬ 
tory as a single track inevitably leading upward. But it nonetheless 
was a pure assumption, a hope, not a proven thesis. 

IV 

Engels once wrote that ‘with Hegel philosophy comes to an end,' 
meaning thereby that Hegel’s Absolute Idea would become self- 
realized with the establishment of the German State. There re¬ 
mained nothing more for the Hegelian dialectic to do, or at any 
rate nothing that could be foreseen. The Moving Finger, having 
writ, would then stop writing. 

What, we may ask, is to happen to the dialectical process in 
Marx’s classless society? The answer is silence, except for the cryptic 
hint that it will proceed on a 'higher plane.’ Soviet spokesmen 
have now and then suggested forms which the dialectic takes in 
Russia. 1 he chief of these is 'criticism and self-criticism,’ which 
is said to be 'a new dialectical law.' in practice this seems to 
mean that higher organs of the party are free to criticize the lower, 
and the lower may indulge in strictly limited criticism of practical 
details, but the general policies, being decided by higher forma¬ 
tions, must on no account be questioned. Or it has been put as the 
'struggle between the old and the new' — which seems to amount 
to the fact that the old is always wrong, on the ground that any 
opposition to the regime can only be remnants of bourgeois ide¬ 
ology lingering on in the consciousness. (One of the objectives of 
the second Russian Five Year Plan was 'the elimination of capital¬ 
ist survivals from the Soviet popular consciousness.' Quite obvi¬ 
ously these are nothing more than half-hearted attempts to rescue 
the Marxist dialectic from the same kind of stalemate in which 
Hegel's dialectic had ended. 

Regardless of what new forms it may take, the dialectic can 

13. A. A. Zhdanov, cited in J. D. Bernal, Marx and Science, London, 1952, 
P* 54 - 

14. S. Kovalyov, Ideological Conflicts in Soviet Russia, Washington, 1948, 
p. 1. 
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clearly operate no longer through the class struggle based on 
ownership of the means of production. But whatever we may have 
been taught by the authors of 1066 and All That, history does not 
come to a 'Full Stop* with any ‘Good Thing/ even if it be the class¬ 
less society. Marx's idea was that capitalism constitutes ‘the closing 
chapter of the pre-historic stage of human society’ and that only 
with the establishment of the classless society can ‘real* history 
begin. 

Marx’s point here was that the past has been ruled by necessity 
and has not been deliberately willed by man. Society has been at 
the mercy of powerful natural and economic forces which man has 
not understood and often not even recognized. 

The forces operating in society work exactly like the forces op¬ 
erating in nature; blindly, violently, destructively, so long as 
we do not understand them and fail to take them into account. 

For what each individual wills is obstructed by everyone else, 
and what emerges is something that no one willed. Thus past 
history proceeds in the manner of a natural process and is 
also essentially subject to the same laws of movement.^® 

Social and economic forces, seemingly as mysterious and omnipo¬ 
tent as the forces of nature, have been accepted in a spirit of resig¬ 
nation, in much the same way as some pious people are said to 
accept all the vicissitudes of life as the inscrutable ways of Allah 
or of Providence. 

This brings us to the fifth error in the Marxist theory of his¬ 
tory— the great confusion of the laws or uniformities of nature 
with ‘laws* or tendencies in society. Over and over again the iden¬ 
tity of the two are asserted in Marxism: regardless of man’s will 
there is the same necessity in history as in nature. Men in the mass 
are mere instruments of fate carried along by the ‘blind forces of 
society.* The analogy between physical nature and society can be 
very misleading. If a biological analogy is drawn, it may, for ex¬ 
ample, lead to a social Darwinist outlook, toward which Walter 
Bagehot inclined, and with which Marx himself sometimes flirted. 
He once wrote: 

15. Selected Works, 1942, 1, pp. 180, 582. 
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Darwin’s book is very important and serves me as the basis in 

natural science for the class struggle in history.^* 

But generally he refused to view human history 21s merely another 
case of natural selection and the survival of the fittest, so that he 
did not end up as a social Darwinist. As a result he avoided many 
silly and dangerous mistakes. Engels was of the opinion that Dar¬ 
win had transferred the social-economic struggle to nature; whence 
it was tranferred back again to society to prove the ‘eternal natu¬ 
ral laws of society’ [i.e. of laissez-faire].^^ When one recalls the 
writings of Herbert Spencer and other arch-individualists of the 
nineteenth century, it becomes easier to sympathize with Engels’ 
resentment. 

If analogies are drawn between physics and society there may, 
at a superficial level, be some small truth in them. For instance, 
the resultant of a number of forces in mechanics bears some re¬ 
semblance to a compromise of interests in politics. The ‘broker’s’ 
job of political parties in a democracy is usually taken to be a 
hammering out of a compromise among a diversity of conflicting 
interests. But Marx meant something more than that. He also 
meant that there has been no over-all planning of history and 
society. This, too, is so trite that it is hardly worth taking issue 
with. His more important meaning seems to have been that all 
wills somehow neutralize each other, so that nobody gets his own 
way. Apart from the fact that this contradicts Marx’s main thesis 
that a ruling class always gets its way, it is also wrong on other 
counts. Because there is no master plan for everything it does not 
follow that some things are not planned. Buildings and cities are 
erected and managed, wars are planned and won, social and eco¬ 
nomic policies are formulated and carried through, such as care 
of the aged, compulsory education, and foreign-exchange control. 
And so we might go on, drawing examples from very many areas 
of life. In short, we can and do plan many sectors of society when 
there is agreement on what should be done, and how to do it. 

There are of course many things that are not deliberately 
planned. It is a truism, for example, that in a competitive market 
the price of a commodity is not set by any one person but is, as we 

16. Selected Correspondence, pp. 1*5-6. 

17. Dialectics of Nature, p. sc^. 
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loosely say, determined by the forces of supply and demand. Simi¬ 
larly the total production of any commodity just happens to reach 
a certain figure in any one year, as a total of all the piecemeal deci¬ 
sions made by a multitude of producers. Or an invention such as 
the automobile is introduced with profound social effects that no 
one planned or perhaps even wanted, upon the mobility of labor, 
the tourist trade, road building, sex morality, the family, and so 
forth. Professor Ogburn, of the University of Chicago, has dili¬ 
gently listed some 150 social effects following from the invention 
of the automobile, 150 from radio, 61 from x-ray, and 23 from 
rayon. To take an instance from Marx’s Capital, when the wool 
trade became profitable the Highlands were turned into sheep 
farms, thousands of the former inhabitants being evicted to make 
room for the sheep. 

We often speak of events as though they took place independ¬ 
ently of the will of man. We say that prices rise and fall, or that 
trade routes shift their course, and sometimes we note the waning 
and waxing of prosperity in the trade cycle with almost the same 
feeling of helplessness as that with which we contemplate the stars 
rolling around in their orbits. No one planned the British Em¬ 
pire, or the birth rate or total population of any country (although 
such things are becoming matters of public policy nowadays). In 
the same way we often speak of the entire history of the Western 
world for the past two hundred years as having been shaped by 
an entity called science or technology, and we call this changing 
of the face of the earth by the stock phrase, the Industrial Revolu¬ 
tion. 

It is in some such sense as this that Marx’s theory implies that 
the course of history is not willed. The changes in the modes of 
production and property relations take place ‘spontaneously, un¬ 
consciously, and independently of the will of men,’ and as a result 
of the repercussions which these set up men come to live differ¬ 
ently. Man is borne along as on a tide, and until Marx came on 
the scene could not even see the direction in which he was drifting. 
Even now, if Marx is to be believed, man cannot alter his direction, 
but with all his efforts can only slightly advance or retard his rate 
of drift. 

The rule of necessity is most obviously and superficially true of 
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an economic system of complete laissez-faire. The classical econo¬ 
mists, noting that economic life was not in fact a chaos, tended to 
fall back upon a revised version of natural law to explain the order 
and harmony that prevailed. Each individual, by promoting his 
own interest, would also promote the public welfare, and govern¬ 
ment intervention could only alter the natural harmony for the 
worse. 

There may be no ‘invisible hand,’ in Adam Smith’s sense, yet 
it may not be altogether correct to say that a laissez-faire society is 
entirely unplanned. (The point is theoretical only, since laissez- 
faire, if it ever existed, is quite remote from the facts of economic 
life today.) For one thing there is consumers’ sovereignty, so that 
although each consumer accepts prices as given, yet consumers as 
a whole do determine the output of goods and services. For an¬ 
other, if one can imagine laissez-faire as being deliberately chosen, 
it would be not so much the rule of necessity as a choice that so¬ 
ciety should be ruled by wealth. At the very least, deliberate inac¬ 
tion is as real a policy as any other: it is a policy of approval of the 
status quo. 

All the detailed results of laissez-faire would, no doubt, not be 
chosen, such as the earlier social consequences of a free labor mar¬ 
ket in terms of women and children coal miners, or the distressing 
effects of a trade slump upon the unemployed. But the same truth, 
that the detailed results are not chosen, applies to the unforeseen 
and perhaps unwanted consequences of any social policy whose 
main principle is deliberately chosen. In the latter case, as with 
a choice for the free market, it is precisely because the results are 
disliked when they materialize that a further choice is made; and 
in both cases the resort is to political action or some other form of 
social remedy. We decide, for example, that in the public interest 
the school-leaving age shall be raised, and as a result of the policy 
there are unforeseen repercussions upon industry and public fi¬ 
nance. We can either deliberately allow these to take their course 
or we may institute further action to take care of the repercussions. 

We may go a little further. Any economic plan, to judge from 
wartime experience, always turns up results that differ from the 
original intention. The most that can be hoped for, even with the 
kind of disciplinary control exercised in the U.S.S.R., is that in a 
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rough and ready way the major objectives of economic planning 
will be achieved. To say nothing of the fact that intentions may 
vary with time and experience, there are many factors that cause 
the best-laid plans to ‘gang agley’: human factors, such as inertia, 
error, irrationality, shifts in consumer tastes, and labor disputes; 
factors such as the weather, shortage of materials, the actions of 
other countries, and so forth. Even if the plan is judged successful, 
what has been proved? Merely that one sector of life can be subject 
to a definite policy if we wish it. llie same lesson can be learned 
from the multitude of policies already carried through in every 
democracy. 

Marx believed that past history had been subject to necessity 
because its laws had not been understood. A fair reply would ap¬ 
pear to be that since Marx laid bare the importance of the eco¬ 
nomic foundation and revealed the laws of motion of society, it 
is now possible for man consciously to make use of this knowledge, 
just as an understanding of the laws of nature enables us to bend 
them to our use. Engels lent force to this point when he noted, 
referring to the forces operating in society: 

But when once we have recognized them and understood how 
they work, their direction and their effects, the gradual sub¬ 
jection of them to our will and the use of them for the attain¬ 
ment of our aims depends entirely upon ourselves. And this is 
quite especially true of the mighty productive forces of the 
present day.^® 

In other words, there seems to be no particular reason why man 
should not begin here and now consciously to plan and shape his 
own history. Marx, however, postponed the operation of free 
choice and conscious control until after the revolution. Under 
capitalism, he thought, it is futile to talk of collective planning for 
society; only in the classless society will man be free from the 
thralldom of blind economic forces; only then shall we see ‘human¬ 
ity's leap from the realm of necessity into the realm of freedom.' 

To the non-Marxist, the first great difficulty with this is in see¬ 
ing how the change from private to public ownership absolves 
mankind, at one stroke, from the rule of economic forces. If the 
18. Selected Works, 1942, 1, pp. 
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economic is all-determining, it must be so under any system what¬ 
ever. 

Now it is true that Marx and Engels are frequently on record as 
admitting that the economic might be modified by interaction, 
and this (as we have noted in Chapter 3) is one of the contradic¬ 
tions never resolved in Marxist theory. But such admission of inter¬ 
action is fatal to any law of necessity, and gives no support to 
Marx’s main thesis, justifying neither necessity nor freedom in the 
classless society. As always, Marx solved the problem by summon¬ 
ing the magic of the dialectic; but if the argument in Chapter 2 
is sound, the dialectic can work no magic, and the non-dialectician 
is left to make the best he can of the discontinuity, not to say 
illogicality, of the famous ‘leap* into freedom. 

A second criticism of Marx’s primacy of the economic arises from 
the experience of communist countries, especially the Soviet Un¬ 
ion. If anything is clear it is that the Russians with their Five Year 
Plans are deliberately building the kind of society they (that is, 
their leaders) want; in no sense are they passively waiting upon 
economic conditions. But the difference in this respect, great as 
it is, is only one of degree between the Soviet Union and the capi¬ 
talist countries. Even in the most capitalist of countries, let us say 
the United States of America, there is widespread interaction of 
politics upon the economic. Every piece of collective action freely 
arrived at and freely worked out, whether by private organizations 
or by the state, enlarges the area of voluntary decision and by that 
very fact reduces the sphere to which autonomy and necessity 
apply. We had better, by God, accept the universe — as Carlyle 
forcibly put it — although even so we may adapt parts of it to our 
will; but we are not obliged, except within very wide limits, to 
accept the sway of social forces, and it is what we do within these 
limits that makes our history. 

The answer of the rigid Marxist must be to fall back, as Marx 
did, upon a denial that any substantial reform or social planning 
can be achieved in the capitalist democracies, and hence his denial 
of freedom and planning is extended today to every country that 
is not openly communist, even including those that have had 
democratic socialist governments, such as Britain. Once more we 
see the rigid Marxist dichotomy, which instead of taking account 
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of the real world gives us only the nonexistent polar extremes of 
complete planning and laissez-faire. At this point again we come 
to a parting of the ways, where the evidence is dismissed by Marx¬ 
ists as they take refuge in their verbal stereotypes. 

V 

In view of the fact that Marxism makes so much of iron laws 
both in nature and society, it is pertinent to ask in what sense is 
man ‘free’ in the Marxist version of history? The answer is some¬ 
what ambiguous, and so must be broken down into its parts. First, 
there is the Hegelian paradox that freedom is the recognition of 
necessity, as in the familiar saying that ‘stone walls do not a prison 
make.* We must, that is, recognize the pattern of history, and if we 
do this consciously we are free, since willing obedience to a recog¬ 
nized law of necessity (‘necessity transfigured’) is the definition of 
freedom in Hegel. 

There is of course a perfectly common-sense truth to this, in 
that restraints or limits, if voluntarily accepted, do not make us 
feel that we are slaves. Yet Marx and Hegel go far beyond that 
position, and ask us to bow to a march of events beyond human 
control and direction. Both of them were concerned to show not 
only how things did happen but also how they are bound to hap¬ 
pen. 

As I have tried to show, there is in fact no such objective pat¬ 
tern of the movement of events in history to which we must ‘freely* 
adjust ourselves. It is an entirely false and fatalistic analogy that is 
drawn for us by Hegel and Marx, between adjusting ourselves to 
history and to the forces of nature. This meaning of freedom is 
therefore spurious and must be rejected whether it comes to us in 
Hegelian idealism or in Marxist economic terms. 

Secondly, the Hegelian meaning in practice involved submission 
to authority. One submits not only to ‘forces’ in society (such as 
price movements) but also and often to specific authorities, usually 
to persons, with the sanctions of law or other power behind them. 
Thus in the Hegelian system the submission recommended was 
to whatever authority represented for the time being the logically 
necessary stage of history — which to Hegel meant submission to 
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the Prussian State. Then somehow, by some miraculous and ob¬ 
fuscating piece of verbal juggling, a man becomes more free by 
submission than by following his own judgment. Just as with 
Rousseau, whose General Will was always right and wiser than 
the individual, it is only a short step to saying that one may be 
‘forced to be free,’ which in practice means ‘forced to obey.’ 

Thirdly, there may also be in the Hegelian-Marxist meaning 
a more subtle scholastic flavor, a hint of the same kind of freedom 
which is said to be enjoyed by angels and saints who ‘necessarily 
but freely choose the good.’ Now this may be valid for angels and 
saints, although it would be a proposition difficult to establish 
by evidence, but when it is applied instead to human beings it can 
become dangerous doctrine. If it becomes the doctrine that men 
are free to accept what the party or state or any other authority 
teaches but are not free to reject it, according to their own weigh¬ 
ing of the evidence, then the scholastic and Hegelian paradox 
becomes a monstrous bondage which free man everywhere must 
resist so long as they claim title to humanity. 

These meanings of freedom in Hegel and Marx are not accepta¬ 
ble to a democrat. On examination they turn out to be either a 
semantic befuddling of the nature of freedom, or a sophisticated 
defense of authority, or both. There is only one trivial sense in 
which the Marxist definition of freedom is unobjectionable: be¬ 
fore we can use nature we must first understand her laws; to con¬ 
trol we must submit to nature’s ways; and to this may be added 
that only if we have reliable information about social phenomena 
can we together live the kind of lives we want, or carry out suc¬ 
cessfully the social, political, and economic measures at which we 
aim. Perhaps it is only some such simple meaning that Marx had 
in mind when he asserted that the classless society would be for 
humanity ‘the realm of freedom.' Certainly Marx believed that it 
was impossible to carry out economic planning under private 
ownership. He also believed that man was free in his leisure time, 
and hence that the shortening of the working day was a prerequi¬ 
site to freedom for the worker. A corollary of this is that, since 
wealth gives a greater freedom of choice and action, so a rise in 
the general standard of living will, other things being equal, en¬ 
large the area of choice. Hobson’s choice, between starvation and 
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obedience to authority, will be removed. But these notions are 
commonplace, and owe nothing to Marxism. 

The proviso that other things should be equal is important, 
since it by no means follows that large-scale economic planning 
will of itself lead to freedom for the individual in the sense of free¬ 
dom from constraints. I'he Nazi Reich was a planned state but 
by no stretch of the imagination could it be called a free society; 
while in the U.S.S.R. planning and freedom certainly do not go 
together. There is no need to labor the point, however, since Marx¬ 
ism has little enough to say on the classless society, except for a few 
vague generalizations, and nothing to contribute to our idea of 
freedom. 


VI 

There is one other feature of Marx's inexorable march of the 
dialectic in history which deserves comment: to what extent is 
Marxism a philosophy of fatalism? At first sight it seems utterly 
fatalistic, at least up to the point of the revolution. History is roll¬ 
ing along its predestined, dialectical groove, and it would seem 
illogical that we should lift a finger to help. It may be illogical even 
to speak of helping or hindering, since our conscious decisions 
scarcely matter. But although illogical it is psychologically quite 
understandable, and psychology is more important than logic if 
one wishes to tap the springs of human action. If we make our 
prior value judgment, first deciding how we want history to go, 
then it often seems to encourage us if we also believe strongly that 
history is inevitably going our way. That seems to have been the 
case with Cromwell and the Mohammedans (as cited by Plekhanov 
in his writings on history), with the Calvinists, and many others. 
The idea that God or fate or history is on our side and that victory 
is certain may stimulate people to greater effort and does not al¬ 
ways lead to fatalism. Now and then, especially in times of politi¬ 
cal reaction, Marxists tend to fall into fatalism, and to leave his¬ 
tory to do all that is necessary. But Marx seldom fell into that 
attitude, and Lenin, too, always strongly condemned it whenever 
he found it prevalent among Russian Marxists. 

A great part of the secret of Marx’s appeal is that the moral and 
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the inevitable, the desired and the necessary, are hopelessly mixed. 
He was temperamentally unable to leave the stars in their courses 
alone; he was not only a prophet but also a fighter, who drew 
strength from the belief that the future he so passionately desired 
was also coming with relentless certainty. Something like the same 
identification is made by modern Marxists when they speak of ‘the 
need for inevitable change.' 

Hegel tended to make an identity of the ideal with the actual 
reality of the Prussian State: Marx on the other hand identified 
the ideal with what was inevitably coming after the revolution. 
Hegel's was for the most part the morality of the status quo, the 
identification of might and right. Marx's theory has been called 
a kind of moral ‘futurism': what is coming is right.^® 

Why did Marx make this confusion of the moral and the neces¬ 
sary? The first part of the answer is of course his Hegelianism, with 
its fusion of the morally, the logically, and the historically neces¬ 
sary. The second part is that Marx was a man of action who 
desperately wanted to change the world. By allying the historical 
law of necessary victory with the realization of his ideals he forged 
a powerful propaganda weapon and put heart and fight into the 
proletariat (or at any rate into the Marxists among them). The 
future they longed for was decreed in the stars and they would 
fight twice as hard for being cheered with the prospect of certain 
victory. Defeat is never disastrous if one believes in eventual vic¬ 
tory. It is the old story of God helping those who help themselves. 
In that fight there must be slogans and ‘myths'; the idea of the 
class struggle, or of the classless society, is such a sociological myth, 
comparable, say, to Sorel’s ‘general strike,' or to some of the myths 
and stereotypes of democracy. The idea of class struggle contains 
also enough of the elements of will and choice to make the fight a 
real one instead of leading to a passive waiting upon victory. 
Dialectical necessity is the other facet of the same myth, for it is 
this in Marxism which will make the revolution come true. The 
truth or falsity of the myth is thus irrelevant: it is like Shaw's 
definition of a miracle in St. Joan: ‘an event which confirms or 
creates faith.' 

19. K. R. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, Princeton, 1950, pp. 
385ff. 
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The third part of the answer is that Marx was, as we have seen, 
deeply imbued with the idea of inevitable progress, so common to 
the Enlightenment and to the nineteenth century; he w'^as doubly 
imbued, for he owed a debt to Hegel and later also to Darwdn. In 
addition, it was hard for him to see how anything in the future 
could possibly be worse than the society of his day; any change 
was almost bound to be an improvement over the distressing social 
effects of early industrialization in England. 

If the Marxist system is so disastrously determinist, in so far 
as it abides by its own iron laws, and yet allows for freedom in so 
far as it is permeated by a moral idea, how is it that a philosophy 
so inconsistent has gained a hold over the minds and allegiance 
of men? The answer is hinted at in the question; it is precisely 
the moral element behind the determinism which is its greatest 
strength. Perhaps logical ambiguity is never a source of weakness 
to any popular philosophy. 

Let us make no mistake about this. On the surface Marx made 
a great show of being scientific, of hating all sentimentality, preach¬ 
ing, and uplift propaganda. Underneath he w^as a more than usu¬ 
ally sensitive nineteenth-century liberal with a passion for freedom, 
justice, and equality, and filled with invincible optimism for the 
future of man on the earth. For that reason Marxism has been 
called the illegitimate offspring of nineteenth-century liberalism.^® 

Like all social radicals Marx was close to being a moral idealist, 
although admittedly class hatred and resentment occupy a large 
place in his writings (together with traces of racial prejudice), and 
these emotions often attract Marxists more than does the desire 
for social justice. The moral quality of Marx himself, however, is 
shown not only in the correct Victorian standards of his family 
life and in his scorn for those who had not the same self-discipline, 
but also in the moral judgments which run sometimes implicitly, 
often explicitly, through all the vast pile of his writings, the whole 
of wdiich may be justly regarded as treatises on social ethics. If 
anyone doubts this, let him reread the more emotional sections 
of the Communist Manifesto, or pick up Capital almost at random 
and read the footnotes. The judgment that Marxism is essentially 
a moral philosophy camouflaged as pseudo-science, while not usu- 
20. R. N. Carew Hunt, op. cit. p. 74. 
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ally endorsed by Marxists, has been noted by one of them: ‘Marx’s 
originating and basic attitude is thus moral and humanistic/ 

Marx started with the conviction that capitalism was evil and 
must be destroyed. He reached a white heat of moral indignation 
at the hypocrisy and callousness of capitalism, the ‘human self¬ 
estrangement,’ the degradation of labor to the status of a com¬ 
modity. His attacks on religion were to a great extent derived from 
the same moral judgment. The churches, when he judged them 
by their actions and not by their pious words, seemed on the 
side of the big battalions and the bourgeoisie; and religion, when 
adopted by the poor, distracted their attention from the shame of 
their earthly exploitation. The end of the classless society, too, is 
moral: to make possible a life of freedom and equality in which 
the dignity of labor is fittingly appreciated and personality can 
freely develop. Marx never won during his lifetime the recogni¬ 
tion to which he believed his intellectual genius entitled him, nor 
was he able to achieve any position of real power in public affairs. 
His frustrated ambitions pushed him on, and reinforced the de¬ 
mands which he made, on more general moral grounds, for justice 
in the future. The Marxist challenge to democracy is, in the end, 
the challenge to build a just social order. 

Marx, then, was by instinct and by his sense of injustice on the 
side of the angels. Hence he has been classified with the Children 
of Light and not with the Children of Darkness.22 It is a pity that 
his Hegelian heritage and his fanatic zeal led him into dialectical 
dogma. It is a cosmic tragedy, because of the power which they 
wield, that his followers in the Soviet Union have adopted the 
dogma, have ignored the underlying strain of humanity in Marx, 
and have clamped an iron discipline of belief onto the minds of 
men. Yet it would perhaps be going too far to blame Marx for the 
Moscow orthodoxy, since no man should be held entirely responsi¬ 
ble for what posterity makes of his thought. Marx may be said, 
however, to have invited fanaticism by the excessively dogmatic 
manner of his writing, although as he grew older he showed some 
signs of modifying his iron laws and softening his determinism. 

21. Jack Lindsay, op. cit. p. 196. 

22. R. Niebuhr, The Children of Light and the Children of Darkness, New 
York, 1944. 
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We know that when he contemplated the more extreme and absurd 
theories produced in his name, he used to say: 'All I know is that 
I am not a Marxist.’ ** But these theories merely put bluntly the 
logical extreme of his own economic dialectical determinism. 

23. Selected Correspondence, p. 472. 



The proof of the social science pudding must be in 
the eating; and that, of course, lies in the future, for 
the greater part of the pudding is not yet cooked, 
and the public are reluctant to taste the few morsels 
that are ready . . . Certainly, the social scienjces 
have their hands full; but their achievements give 
grounds for hope, and experience is on their side. 

B. WOOTTON.I 

. . . there can be no "impartial* social science in a 
society which is built up on the class struggle. 

Lenin* 


7 


Marxism and Scientific Method 


I 

Many social philosophers have called their systems of thought 
scientific but none has been more insistent on this title than Marx. 
It is the ambitious claim of Marxism to be the only real science 
of society that is examined in this chapter. But first it may be well 
to say something on scientific methods in general, and on how far 
they can be applied to the study of society. 

There is of course more to the natural sciences than their meth¬ 
ods: there is also a large and growing body of knowledge, much 
of it capable of useful application. To the man on the street it is 
probably the body of knowledge rather than the methods which 
he thinks of as science. The point to remember, however, is that 
this knowledge is called scientific knowledge only because it has 
been acquired by scientific methods, or at any rate has been tested 
by them. Metaphysics, theology, and literary criticism, say, what- 

1. B. Wootton, Testament for Social Science, London, 1950, p. 190. 

2 . Lenin, Selected Works, 1942, 1, p. 54. 
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ever their status, are not open to the same public tests of relia¬ 
bility that scientific methods can apply. 

What, then, are the scientific methods? The usual answer is 
that they consist of three steps; first, observation of the facts; 
second, generalization or working hypothesis; and third, testing 
of the hypothesis which, if satisfactory, promotes the theory to 
the status of a scientific ‘law.* This is the original or Baconian 
recipe and in general it is the right one, although the steps may 
not always be taken in the order given. A scientific investigation 
typically starts with a question or a problem or, what amounts to 
the same thing, with a theory or number of theories. The facts 
may then be approached by observation, experiment, trial and 
error, or with the tools of deduction, abstraction, and so on. In 
the social sciences the problem or hypothesis nearly always comes 
first and observation of data is the second step. 

There is a prima facie presumption that scientific methods 
may be applied to any data, including those of human behavior. 
The social scientist must not assume that no regularities can be 
found in his material. He must in fact begin operations with the 
opposite assumption. Again, although the nature and purpose ol 
the scientific methods are in principle the same, no matter to 
what material they are applied, in practice there are several 
special difficulties in the application of scientific methods to the 
study of society. These are well known and arise from the com¬ 
plexity and nature of the data; the very limited possibility of 
experiment and ‘controls;’ the lack of any clear-cut tests for ex¬ 
planatory hypotheses (which is why conflicting social theories 
prevail for such long periods of time); the ambiguity of testing 
a social theory by its results; and the extraordinary obstacles in 
the way of predictive tests (unless they are very short-run and 
highly conditional). Some of these difficulties are found also in 
some branches of natural science, but there are still others which 
are unique to the social sciences, for instance: that many gen¬ 
eralizations are true of only one time and place (i.e. are ‘culture- 
bound’); that merely observing human behavior is often to 
change it; that the publication of the results of a study may alter 
behavior. The last point has a direct application to Marxism, 
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since the reactions of peoj>le to his theory are among the in¬ 
fluences determining whether or not his predictions came true. 

I do not mention these sample difficulties in order to disparage 
scientific or empirical research. Since we make generalizations 
and hypotheses about social behavior every clay, and cannot avoid 
doing so, there is certainly an obligation to make them as relia¬ 
ble as possible. One must admit however that the progress is very 
slow in the soc ial sciences — slcjw, yet perceptible — and lor a long 
time to come we should be wise not to expect that the social 
sciences will turn uj) the illuminating and general ‘laws’ of the 
natural sciences. 

A word on the most difficult of all problems in the social 
sciences, that of ‘values,’ may not come amiss. Consider first the 
traditional statement of the problem. Natural science does not 
deal directly with moral values; the moral word ‘ought’ is not in 
its vocabulary. Doubtless the border between science and philos¬ 
ophy is a very thin one, yet when we finally come clown to what 
are regarded as ‘ultimates,’ whether religious or moral, it seems 
to be true that science can deliver no final judgment, nor give a 
moral imperative. The knowdedge which science yields may be 
used for our purposes, but the purposes are not found within the 
knowledge itself. Science is positive, not normative; the indica¬ 
tive, not the imperative mood; it deals with causes, not purpose¬ 
ful data. In principle, so it is usually argued, the social scientist, 
qua scientist, is in the same fix, and so long as he sticks to his 
last he has nothing conclusive to say on morals or on what ought 
to be done.-* When we have agreed on the ‘ought,’ however, then 
it is at least partly a positive and scientific inquiry to determine 
the most appropriate means to be employed. The social scientist 
may also do a great deal of useful work in helping to separate 
means from ends, in showing how the different ends pursued may 
conflict, in assessing means as appropriate to the results (or to 
the intentions), in separating matters of fact from matters of 
value, and so on.** 

3. n. H. Robertson. ‘On Slicking to One’s Last,’ h'xonomic Journal, 
December 1949. pp. ri”.5lf- 

4. Testament for Social Science, pp. 1191!., i34*b 
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The emphasis science puts upon truth is often said to be the 
one serious exception to the neutrality of science toward values. 
I'he argument that science involves social values may be simply 
stated: science in all its branches assumes no final truth, but pro¬ 
ceeds by doubt, discussion, and the free competition of ideas; 
this tolerant atmosphere and free traffic depend ultimately upon 
political safeguards, and therefore the scientist must stand for a 
free society; he cannot be neutral on such matters as civil liber¬ 
ties and democracy. The argument is strong, and the pity is that 
more scientists do not act upon it.® The argument is not im¬ 
pregnable however, because it is clearly possible tor natural 
science to flourish in societies which enjoy little or no political 
freedom, as in eighteenth-century France or in the Soviet Union 
today. 

The social scientist has a much larger and more direct stake in 
a free society, since the behavior of people is his field of study. 
He is more dependent on society and the government for |)utting 
any of his theories to the test of practice, and even for publica¬ 
tion, since this in itself aflects human behavior. In a tyrannical 
and still more in a totalitarian regime he is likely to find many 
branches of investigation closed to him by fiat, thus reducing his 
scope for research. He can flourish only if there is a widespread 
desire for truth in the social environment, so that he will not be 
inhibited by fear of offending established institutions. Even more 
than the natural scientist, therefore, he ought to be a constant 
and fearless champion of civil liberties. To that extent at any 
rate the social scientist, qua scientist, is definitely committed to 
certain ‘values.’ 

(Two other exceptions to scientific neutrality on ‘values’ are 
sometimes cited, (a) Some people would add aesthetics, as when 


ry For the argument that science inculcates other moral values than truth 
see some of the writings of Michael Polanyi, e.g. Science, Faith, and Society, 
London, 1946; The Logic of Liberty, London. 1951. For a longer discussion 
of scientific methods and the study of society see Gunnar Myrdal, Values in 
Social Theory, London, 1958; and H. B. Mayo, Democracy and Marxism, 
New York, 1955. PP- 182-201. 
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one speaks of a ‘beautiful* theory or piece of analysis, and others 
go so far as to speak of science as a ‘spiritual adventure.’ There 
is something to this, but I shall not discuss it here, (b) It is also 
maintained that democracy is strengthened by science, not only 
because of its practical usefulness but also because the ‘scientific 
attitude’ is itself one of the highest values of man, and a value 
that is essential to democracy. On the whole this is merely 
another version of the argument given above, that science is com¬ 
mitted to the truth.) 

To conclude briefly: While the broad approach of scientific 
methods may be used in the study of society, the specialized 
techniques of the natural sciences are rarely transferable. The 
social sciences seldom give the working success, reliability, and 
accurate prediction found in the natural sciences, and may never 
give them. The generalizations which they turn up are often of a 
low level of generality and probability. Nevertheless, when all 
the difficulties are noted, our choice is never between absolute 
truth and no truth, between certainty and mere opinion. The 
choice is between guesswork and truth as reliable as the data 
permit; and when all is said and done, that is what the natural 
sciences also provide. It is, then, only by the painstaking objec¬ 
tive and scientific methods which are appropriate that we can 
build up a growing store of established knowledge about man 
and society. 

II 

By setting up some standards, these notes on the application of 
scientific methods to the study of society make it somewhat 
easier to answer the question how far Marxism is scientific. Dia¬ 
lectical materialism may be omitted from consideration here, 
since it concerns philosophy or the metaphysical foundations of 
Marxism, and cannot be empirically tested. Fortunately, it is the 
Marxist social theory, or historical materialism, for which the 
claim of science is most insistently made, and this can be sub¬ 
mitted to testing. 

We need not repeat here any of the detailed examination of his- 
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torical materialism made in earlier chapters. The main point to 
keep in mind is Marx's assumption, lying behind his entire body 
of theory, that history and society move according to a pattern 
of knowable law, the so-called ‘laws of motion of society'; and 
that Marx claimed to have done nothing more than to have laid 
bare these laws. If Marx was right he obviously ranks as the great¬ 
est social scientist of all time. If he was not right he was a mis¬ 
guided and fanatical genius who has led man's thought up one 
more long blind alley. 

Let us now apply to the Marxist theory such scientific tests as 
can be used. In the first place, as any reading of Marx's life will 
show% he had evolved the main outline of his system by 1845, ^hile 
he was still a young man in his tw^enties, and before he embarked 
on his studies of economic history in the British Museum. This 
a priori method of formulating a theory in advance of the factual 
investigation is common enough in all science, and does not con¬ 
stitute a serious criticism of Marx. It is not a criticism of any social 
theory, since in the social sciences hardly any investigation starts 
with the facts, but uses instead the problem or question method 
of approach. The method is only to be deplored when selected 
facts are chosen merely to illustrate and not to test or verify the 
theory. 

Marx might therefore justly retort that his theory was at first 
merely a working hypothesis, but one that was confirmed by sub¬ 
sequent investigations. It is in this sense perhaps that Marx and 
his followers hold that Marxism is a science, and indeed it is the 
only sense which would justify the claim of any social theory to the 
title of scientific law. The real question then becomes: how' well 
does the Marxist theory fit the facts? If the earlier remarks on the 
difficulty of establishing or refuting any social theory by an appeal 
to the facts are borne in mind, it is easy to understand why some 
people are convinced by Marx and others are not. In the same 
way, even today, no one theory of the trade cycle commands unan¬ 
imous agreement among economists and still less among business¬ 
men. 

If regarded, then, as a working hypothesis, Marx's theory rests 
upon three cases — slavery, feudalism, capitalism — a suspiciously 
small number to validate an ambitious law of history. (The Asiatic 
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is sometimes mentioned, but never seriously explored, while Eng¬ 
els also mentioned an early and vaguely defined stage of primitive 
communism.) It is plain from a reading of Marx that the first 
two of his cases were not examined in any detail. To have so ex¬ 
amined them would have entailed much work, as Engels noted 
when he said that even one historical example ‘would have de¬ 
manded years of tranquil study/ Marx and Engels, although 
widely read, had little more than a nodding acquaintance with 
ancient and medieval history. They both advised their followers 
of the need for study, and Engels once said in exasperation that 

the materialist conception of history has a lot of friends now¬ 
adays, to whom it serves as an excuse for not studying history.^ 

Later Marxists have not on the whole gone very far to remedy the 
deficiency of factual proof for Marx's thesis, although it clearly 
should be a necessary labor of love. 

The first case, that of the transition from slavery to feudalism, 
is treated in such a sketchy and perfunctory manner that it is 
hardly support for any theory. Large generalizations about history 
are easily made if one is not an expert on a period, if a few well- 
chosen facts are selected to fortify one's case, and if enthusiasm 
closes one's eyes to the awkward or conflicting facts. 

The second case, the change from feudalism to capitalism, while 
highly suggestive, and examined with a little more care and factual 
knowledge, is yet far from conclusive and can only be left as an 
open verdict. On Marx's own showing there is no close parallel 
between the decline of feudalism and the expected decline of 
capitalism. In the one case (decline of feudalism) we are given a 
realistic picture of the bourgeois class growing in numbers, power, 
and confidence, feeling itself hampered by the old order, and 
overthrowing here and there the social and legislative barriers 
which stood in its way, until by the nineteenth century it had 
become the dominant class. In the other case (the decline of cap¬ 
italism) we are given the quite different picture of a proletariat 
growing more numerous, it is true, but at the same time weaker 
and more poverty-stricken; and we are asked to believe that some- 

6. Engels. Selected ITor^.v, 1942, 1. pp. 363-4: Seiected Correspondettce, p. 
47 *. 
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how this depressed class is to become revolutionary, and suffi¬ 
ciently strong to overthrow a powerful bourgeoisie in control of 
all the machinery of law and the state. Clearly, the dialectic and 
the class struggle are not working at all the same way in the two 
cases. A closer parallel to the capitalist and the proletariat of the 
modern world would be the lord and the serf in feudalism. Yet 
Marxists say that it was a new class, the bourgeoisie, and neither 
lord nor serf which succeeded to power. On this analogy, it should 
be a new class (say the managers and bureaucrats?) and not the 
proletariat which will succeed the capitalists and form the new 
dialectical synthesis. 

Marx’s theory, then, really comes down to the one supposedly 
firm case, the development of capitalism, which was examined in 
(Chapters 4 and 5, and which was seen not to coniorm to Marx’s 
analysis. Our statistical and other evidence is plainly not in keep¬ 
ing with the thesis of the sharpening class struggle and with the 
doctrine of increasing impoverishment; nor are later defenses, in 
particular the Leninist theory of economic imperialism, able to 
rescue Marx from disaster. 

Great changes have come over the economic, social, and political 
systems of the Western world since Marx’s day. The labels of capi¬ 
talism and socialism have become not only useless but also con¬ 
fusing when used to describe the changing and mixed economy 
that now exists. All that matters, however, in this context, what¬ 
ever label wc use, is that the developments have been of a kind 
that do not at all fit into Marx’s major prediction. The theory 
must then be seriously modified if it is to explain adequately the 
course of later events, and to modify it would be a perfectly scien¬ 
tific procedure. Yet instead of modifying the theory, the more the 
facts of later developments change, the more stubbornly do Marx¬ 
ists adhere to the original analysis. Instead of exploring economic 
history to test the hypothesis, Marxists typically waste their time 
trying to show that the facts are wrong and Marx was right. 

Even if Marx’s cases for the decline of slavery and feudalism 
were well supported, they would merely constitute an analogy 
with the decline of capitalism. But since the historical parallel 
does not hold, the analogy is not even a plausible one. Marxists 
see clearly enough the dangers of reasoning from historical analogy 
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in Toynbee, for that after all is the only type of argument in the 
popular Study of History, yet Toynbee's list of civilization-cases is 
longer (something over twenty), far more impressive and scruti¬ 
nized in much more detail than any of Marx's cases, with the pK>s- 
sible exception of capitalism. 

Let us grant, however, for the sake of argument, that Marx's 
laws of history are a plausible statement of trends or probabilities. 
In order that they may be a safe guide to the future all the things 
included in the basket of ceteris paribus must in fact remain equal, 
or at any rate must not interfere with the working out of the main 
trend. Our experience with social trends is that all other things 
never are equal; society is too complex, too dynamic, too much 
liable to all kinds of interferences outside any formula of prob¬ 
ability; the repercussions of action are so far-reaching and unfor- 
seeable that no long-run social prediction ever made is more than 
an informed guess. Except by accident these ambitious guesses 
are almost always wrong, so that the historian and the social sci¬ 
entist are rarely foolish enough to indulge in unconditional pre¬ 
dictions about the far future. 

The real trouble is, of course, that to say Marx did nothing 
more than extrapolate a trend would satisfy neither Marx nor his 
followers. They deny that Marx stated only a tendency or a prob¬ 
ability, and rest instead upon the certainty of an invariable law 
comparable to any in astronomy, by which Marx predicted and 
explained the course of history regardless of disturbing factors. 

Marx's simplified version of history is therefore far from estab¬ 
lished, and except in the case of capitalism was only haphazardly 
applied. It is a hope and a prophecy rather than a scientific work- 
ing hypothesis; an assumed pattern of dialectical necessity imposed 
upon history and not established by evidence open to all. Indeed, 
since determinism (or necessity) appears to be possible only in a 
deductive science, and cannot be derived inductively (as Hume 
noted), not only was Marx wrong, but it is logically impossible 
that anyone should be able to prove that history has any determi¬ 
nate pattern. In this respect the problem is akin to the logical 
difficulties involved in fortune telling. If this objection is waived 
as too purely logical, it still remains true that Marx has not given 
his pattern of law the kind of inductive support which is normally 
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available to support any statistical or causal regularities of be¬ 
havior which are dignified by the term scientific law. 

Judged, then, by the test of explaining the facts, Marx's analysis 
may be assessed thus: his class-struggle thesis had a good deal of 
plausibility for the Britain of one hundred years ago, and could 
be regarded as a fair enough trend based on the abstraction of 
certain forces at work. Unfortunately, as usual with abstractions, 
the open or implied conditions have not remained constant, and 
other forces and factors have seriously modified the operation of 
those factors which Marx singled out. The result has been that 
only by selecting favorable facts, and by ignoring or distorting the 
unfavorable ones, can Marx's theory still be maintained. 

It is perhaps only fair to add that Marx was extremely gifted 
and that his insights into history were often useful. There is a 
residue of suggestive hints and truths in his work which will always 
be valuable in any realistic analysis of society. (Equally sound 
insights may also be found in many of the Utopian socialists whom 
Marx so much derided.) There is, however, a world of difference 
between this selective adaptation of what in Marx is now generally 
accepted by Western scholarship, and the uncritical position of 
the Marxist. The latter, like Marx himself, is not content with a 
partial truth, but is so zealous to overthrow capitalism that he 
makes a suggestive analysis into a grandiose and intoxicating law 
of history. 

IV 

The path of science is littered with the debris of obsolete theo¬ 
ries. They have been outmoded or revised by the logic of criticism, 
by fresh investigations, and by the never-ending search for con¬ 
flicting facts and for more satisfactory theories. Perhaps this is too 
idealistic a statement. A more cynical view is that of Max Planck, 
who said that his experience taught him that new scientific truth 
triumphs only because its opponents eventually die out and a new 
generation grows up that is familiar with the new ideas.'’^ 

Although the test is not logically conclusive, it is instructive to 

7. Max Planck, Scientific Autobiography and Other Papers, tr. by F. 
Gaynor, New York, 1949, pp. 33-4. 
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consider the attitude of Marxists toward Marxism, and in particu¬ 
lar that of the largest school of Marxists, those in communion with 
Moscow. 

Scientists have often been known to wrangle hotly, especially 
over theories that are not very well established. Darwinism was 
debated with a religious fervor during the nineteenth century, 
and T. H. Huxley was quite willing to go to the stake in its de¬ 
fense. We should therefore be prepared to find a certain amount 
of controversy in Marxist circles. If that were all, it would scarcely 
be worth looking at the attitude of Marxists to Marxism. 

But it is not all, and when we enter the world of Marxist con¬ 
troversy we are at once in a different atmosphere. No longer do we 
hear anything of Marxism as hypothesis, of fresh evidence, of pos¬ 
sible contradictory facts, or of modification and criticism. If the 
Marxists in Germany, for instance, undertake a revision of the 
original Marxism in the light of later economic history they are 
reviled by the orthodox for altering one jot or tittle of the original 
gospel (or of Lenin’s interpretation of it); the very name ‘revision¬ 
ist’ has become a term of abuse in the Marxist vocabulary. Simi¬ 
larly, Fabian socialism, all forms of social democracy, as well as 
any form of communism other than the Moscow variety — and 
there are several, from Trotskyism to Titoism — are all met not 
with rational arguments from the evidence but with the accusa¬ 
tions of being ‘deviationist,’ of ‘following the incorrect line,' of 
being reactionary, bourgeois, and so forth. The discussion is for 
the most part in terms of slogans, quotations, emotional words, 
and tributes to the genius of Lenin or Stalin. Above all there are 
the abusive epithets, and the constant impugning of the motives 
of opponents, so that the argument often amounts to little more 
than defamation and slander. The words of Engels, in another 
context, are strangely applicable to modern communists: ‘they 
stick on a label and then think the question disposed of.' 

This is not to say that modern communism has made no changes 
whatever in Marx's theory. There have indeed been a number of 
changes, especially those made by Lenin as he adapted the theory 
to fit his actions; but they are not made as a result of new evidence, 
and whatever alterations are made in both theory and practice are 
then also enforced so rigidly as not to permit of any dispute. 
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A recent case is that of Professor Varga, the well-known Russian 
economist, who after the Second World War boldly ventured to 
draw his own conclusions from a fresh analysis of the American 
economy. It appeared to him, as a result of his studies, that the 
system had more vitality than was commonly believed in com¬ 
munist circles, and that it might not be safe to count upon its 
collapse in the near future. The Russians and, for that matter, 
many Western economists had predicted a depression to follow 
the war. Varga concluded that a slump might be postponed for 
as long as ten years. Although his book circulated in the U.S.S.R. 
for a time, his analysis was later called into question and his 
conclusions bitterly assailed. Whatever may have been the pres¬ 
sure applied, he made a public recantation, confessed his ‘reform¬ 
ist’ errors, and admitted that he had been incorrect in the light 
of Marxist theory. Never at any time was there any suggestion by 
his critics that the evidence mattered, or that the party interpre¬ 
tation could possibly have been wrong, or that Varga’s minor 
modification could be tolerated.” His critics followed the old 
theological and primitive argument from authority, which is so 
frequently used in communist countries, and which is so remote 
from the spirit of science. It recalls more the logic-chopping usu¬ 
ally associated with scholasticism, and lacks entirely the caution 
and tentativeness of science, the appeal to the evidence, the self¬ 
correction, and encouragement of doubt. It is, in short, a rein¬ 
forced dogmatism and a perfect object lesson in the danger of 
a speculative philosophy fanatically held by a party with power 
to enforce its beliefs. 

Moreover, not only is the Marxist social theory maintained with 
the utmost repression of dissent, but in at least one branch of nat¬ 
ural science itself it now appears that only the politically approved 
theory can be held with safety in Russia. The tragic case in point 
is of course the victory (possibly only temporary) of the Lysenko 
faction in the controversies on genetics. And if there can be a party 
line in natural science, how much more do the humanities and 
the social sciences lend themselves to this treatment, since on these 
subjects there is obviously much more room for legitimate difiEer- 
ence of opinion. The result is that not only the social sciences but 

8. Evsey I>. Doinar. ‘I'he Varga Controversy,’ in Ainr.rican Economic Re¬ 
view, March 1950, pp. i32ff. 
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also the whole field of culture — philosophy, linguistics, litera¬ 
ture, music, and all the arts — are subject to the same rigorous 
control, dissenting and individual forms of art and expression be¬ 
ing roundly trounced as bourgeois or decadent, in language 
strangely reminiscent of that used in Nazi Germany. The writer 
and the artist must serve the Cause and be an ‘engineer of the hu¬ 
man soul.* The Soviet censorship is notorious and efficient, and 
the rewriting of Bolshevik history to show present leaders in a 
more favorable light is a byword among the nations.*^ Trotsky’s 
share in that history has been almost expunged; he is in process of 
becoming, to use George Orwell's phrase, an ‘unperson.* 

The postwar expression of this trend is associated with a new 
emphasis on Russian nationalism. Despite the fact that the orig¬ 
inal Marxism is a wholly Western and internationalist system of 
thought, based upon German, French, and English sources, and 
that Lenin himself for most of his life emphasized this, the Soviet 
propaganda machine is now doing its utmost to throw off all 
traces of Western influence. The universality of science is denied, 
cosmopolitanism becomes a great sin — labeled ‘jingo interna¬ 
tionalism* — and everything Russian is exalted. No doubt all na¬ 
tions suffer in some degree from the same disease of nationalism, 
so that it is always difficult to get a true picture of a country from 
its patriotic literature. No doubt, too, the Soviet attitude can to a 
great extent be explained by reference to Russian history and 
psychology. A good deal of the cultural nationalism looks to the 
outsider like an attempt to ‘Russianize* ideas borrowed from the 
West, stemming partly from the acute national inferiority com¬ 
plex which always seems to plague the U.S.S.R., and partly from 
the determination of tlie authorities to root out all Western, or 
bourgeois, influences from the consciousness of the people. 

Whatever the reasons for it may be, all ideas tend to be sub¬ 
ordinated to the objectives of the party, and it is all a far cry from 
the scientific attitude. The upshot is that reputable scholarship, by 
scholars devoted to the truth, is impossible under the Soviet re¬ 
gime if at any point the research touches upon politics; and the 
wide, almost all-inclusive area of politics is defined by the party 
alone. 

9. See B. Wolfe, Three Who Made a ReifohUion, New York. 1948, pp. 
and L. Trotsky** Stalin, New York, 1941, pp. 70, *78, 507, S7sff. 
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It may be worth noting how the Russians are able to derive their 
policy from Marx. Marx and Engels were great admirers of the 
science of their day, but nothing would satisfy them until they 
had brought science, too, within the scope of their economic de¬ 
terminism. Laws of nature also were said to change with social 
change. Darwin therefore was assumed to be simply reading back 
into nature the competitive struggle which he saw in society 
around him. Science, they said, always and only develops in re¬ 
sponse to technical needs, so that Marxist emphasis is put almost 
wholly on applied instead of pure science. ‘If society has a tech¬ 
nical need that helps science forward more than ten universities.’ 

A number of awkward questions are avoided in this remark by 
Engels. Is science one of the ‘forces of production' in the economic 
foundation or is it in the superstructure? Is the influence of a 
technical need the same as economic determination? Who is to 
deflne a need? Are needs always agreed upon, or even recognized? 
Has Engels done any more than repeat the dubious adage that 
necessity is the mother of invention? 

Whatever difficulties lurk in Marxist thinking on science, clearly 
only a slight addition to the thought is required to arrive at the 
position of modern communism, which holds that truth is always 
partisan, that neutrality is impossible, and that the arts exist 
merely to serve the revolution. The test of a work of art is then 
found not in any ‘artistic' merits but solely in its ability to stir up 
the masses in the way the party desires. Every artist is an ofiicial 
propagandist. 

The Soviet attitude precludes any possibility of objective study 
of society, and quite naturally, therefore, the Russians look upon 
‘objectivism' as a crime. Marxist theory itself points in the same 
direction, since it teaches that social science, like everything else 
in society, is determined by the methods of production. 

V 

Two tests have now been applied to Marx's historical material¬ 
ism. The first, that of explaining the processes of history and 
capitalism, like all such tests of a social theory can hardly be con- 

i<». Selected Correspondence, p. 517. 
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elusive; yet nevertheless it does tend to show that Marx's theory 
is only sporadically supported and can certainly not be regarded 
as established. The second test, to show the difference between the 
scientific attitude and that of Marxists to their theory, may per¬ 
haps be dismissed as irrelevant, or as a mere argumentum ad 
hominem, although, such as it is, it tells unfavorably against 
Marxism. 

Several other tests of a scientific theory may, however, be ap¬ 
plied. Think now of the test of practice: does the theory work 
when applied, so that the appropriate results are achieved by 
using it? This may be regarded as Marx's own test of truth, and 
should accordingly be vital. It will be recalled from (Chapter 2 that 
in its theory of perception dialectical materialism falls back upon 
the criterion of action to judge the truth of our sense impressions: 
we know they are true because when acted upon they work. 
Whether this pragmatic test is good enough for sense perception 
does not matter here; what does matter is that by the test of 
working' a number of diverse social theories can be supported, 
and hence to that extent proved true. 

For thousands of years men believed that the earth was the 
stationary center of a revolving universe; this belief worked well 
for them, and greatly comforted and flattered them. Many people 
believe today that nature is designed for man's purposes, that birds 
in their little nests agree and so set moral examples to human 
beings, that some ‘races' of men are inferior in intelligence to 
others, that astrology and phrenology are sciences, that the unem¬ 
ployed are out of work because they are lazy, that trade depressions 
are caused by sun spots, and so forth. There is no end to the theo¬ 
ries that have held and still hold sway over the minds of men. They 
all work for those who believe in them, in the sense that they give 
purpose and strength when action is based upon them, and ‘ex¬ 
plain' society and the universe. By the test of working they may 
be proved both true and false, so that if they are to be refuted or 
fully confirmed it must be by a resort to other kinds of tests. Un¬ 
fortunately, they are not always of a kind that is susceptible to 
scientific testing. 

Similarly with Marx's theory. Capitalism might conceivably 
come to an end by way of the class struggle, providing enough 
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people wanted it to happen and supported such a struggle. A 
certain type of prophecy can be fulfilled by believing in it and 
working to make it come true. There is little to show that capi¬ 
talism is going Marx's way, however, so that if judged by this test 
of success (so far) Marx's theory falls down rather badly. 

In Russia itself the 1917 revolution occurred in defiance of 
Marx's main theory, and may be easily explained by ordinary his¬ 
torical scholarship without a resort to Marxist theory or the dia¬ 
lectic. Communists have likewise been able to set themselves at 
the head of revolutionary and nationalist movements in Asia, but 
in no case were these outbreaks originated and carried through 
as industrial proletarian movements. The Balkan countries and 
Poland have been taken over by communists, with the Red Army 
looming menacingly in the offing, and are now within the Soviet 
orbit as satellites. In Czechoslovakia, although the communists 
headed a coalition government, and the country was directly 
within the Soviet sphere of influence, yet a coup d'etat had to be 
staged to ensure communist victory. By no stretch of the imagina¬ 
tion can such ‘revolutions' be fitted into the main framework of 
Marxism. In spite of the utmost efforts to make it successful, the 
Marxist theory has hitherto failed when it has been applied in the 
industrialized countries for which it was meant. 

Lenin once wrote: ‘To correctly meet events with definite tac¬ 
tics, one must understand the events correctly' — which is, on the 
face of it, a reasonable enough prescription.'^ Communists often 
assert that the possession of Marxist theory enables them to diag¬ 
nose contemporary society and prescribe the ‘correct' line of ac¬ 
tion. Marx held the same high opinion of his theoretical frame¬ 
work; yet Mehring, the devoted biographer of Marx, gives many 
examples of mistakes of political judgment and tactics on the part 
of Marx and Engels.'^ There is usually more than one Marxist 
interpretation of events, although of course the Soviets assert that 
theirs is the only ‘correct’ one, despite their repeated assertion 
that Marxism is ‘not a dogma, but a guide to action.’ Marxist 
theory not only is no safeguard against mistakes but is often actu- 

11. Towards the Seizure of Power, i, p. 15. 

12. Karl Marx, The Story of His Life, pp. 85, if/ifF., iBjff. 
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ally an encouragement to ignore much of the evidence necessary 
for an intelligent and reliable diagnosis. 

A notable instance of the failure of the theory is provided by 
early Bolshevik policy in Asia. By all the canons of Marxist theory 
the Bolsheviks were right in centering their hopes for revolution 
upon the industrial proletariat of Japan. But all their efforts were 
in vain. Only when the Marxist theory was ignored, and attention 
given instead to the possibilities of colonial and peasant revolt, did 
communists in China and elsewhere in the Far East achieve any 
degree of success. 

A slightly different way of viewing successful practice as the 
test of a theory was given by Hegel when he remarked that ‘world 
history is a court of judgment'; to which Marx added that ‘history 
is the judge; its executioner, the proletariat.' With this in mind, 
Lenin found it easy to look upon himself as the agent of history. 
If, in Marx’s name, the party seizes and retains power, then Marx 
was right; but if the party fails to hold power (as in Hungary in 
igig) Marx was still right. This is neither science nor logic but 
revolutionary special pleading. 

To this kind of survival-of-the-fittest theory the objection goes 
deep. Who can say what will come to pass in the end, and when 
the ‘end’ is? How long must we wait for history to pass its judg¬ 
ment? During the eight years before ig4i the Nazis were quite 
justified in claiming that their theory was astonishingly success¬ 
ful; General Franco’s political philosophy appears so far to work, 
after a fashion; the communist theories are working over a large 
part of the earth. But this does not prove that time may not yet 
consign them all to the rubbish heap, along with the demon theory 
of insanity, the myth of Nordic superiority, and a host of other 
pieces of intellectual rubbish. Marxism, like any other creed, may 
possibly be held by future generations. We cannot tell how stupid 
or how intelligent our descendants may be. Subsequent history 
may just conceivably be forced into the mold Marx cast for it, but 
it will not thereby prove the truth of any Marxist law of history. 
It will merely show that Marxists were sufficiently numerous and 
powerful to shape events to their wishes; and whatever truth this 

13. Selected Correspondence, p. 91. 
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may illustrate is almost diametrically opposed to Marxism, which 
is a theory of the primacy of economic forces, or nothing. We may 
conclude that although it is often extremely difficult to confirm a 
social theory by the test of success, in so far as the test may be 
applied, the conspicuous failure of Marxist parties acting upon 
that theory in all industrialized countries gives only evidence 
against it. 

VI 

The fourth scientific test which we may apply to Marxism is 
that of prediction. As we have said earlier, the social sciences have 
not yet made much headway in their ability to give unconditional 
long-range predictions that come true, and it is doubtful whether 
they ever will. But this does not worry Marxists, because they be¬ 
lieve that it is quite possible to foresee the future for at least two 
steps ahead, that is, up to the revolution and the classless society. 
In subjecting Marxism to the test of prediction, we are not there¬ 
fore asking more of it than it is prepared to give. The question 
of timing, of when the revolution will happen, is of course crucial. 
How then do Marx’s forecasts measure up by this test? 

We may say at the outset that Marx was sometimes right and 
sometimes wrong if we look at the outcome of his short-run specific 
predictions. Such a conclusion is far from startling, since almost 
the same thing could be said about any social prophet. 

As early as 1844 Engels, writing on the position of the working 
class in England, believed that England was on the threshold of 
a revolution. If this example is ignored, then the first of the early 
and notoriously wrong predictions of Marx and Engels concerns 
the events of 1848 in Europe. Shortly before the 1848 upheaval in 
France, Marx wrote that ‘the German day of resurrection will be 
announced by the crowing of the Gallic (>>ck.’ At first sight this 
seems as ambiguous as any utterance of the Delphic oracle, but 
knowing the context we can make the pronouncement more speci¬ 
fic. The crowing of the Gallic Cock was to be an uprising in 
France. Marx went on to say that although beginning as a bour¬ 
geois revolution, events in Germany would rapidly move on to 

14. Sfleeted Essays, p. 39. 
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the genuine proletarian revolution. The propheq^ proved sub¬ 
stantially false. An uprising did occur in France and there were, 
it is true, disturbances in Germany — every other observer had 
also anticipated them — although the only ‘causal* connection was 
the inspiration of the French example. The German affair might 
perhaps be interpreted as a bourgeois revolution, but it was not 
followed by a proletarian revolution, and according to Marx him¬ 
self, writing at a later date, even the bourgeois insurrection failed. 
Even an ardent Marxist has been constrained to note that ‘for once 
the eagerness of Marx and Engels got in the way of their dia¬ 
lectic.’ 

Two years later Marx had still not learned to temper his hopes 
with caution. His entire Address of the Central Council to the 
Communist League (1850) was written on the assumption that the 
revolution in Germany was imminent. Events during the summer 
of that year caused Marx’s hopes to fade, and by September he was 
giving expression to extreme disillusionment and postponing the 
revolution for fifty years. In 1851, as he wrote (of France), ‘there 
is damned little Red in the outlook.’ 

Excellent theoretical reasons had been given beforehand for be¬ 
lieving that the revolution they so much desired would take place 
in 1848 and 1850. Afterward Engels gave equally good reasons to 
show why the revolution had not occurred: feudalism and the 
petty bourgeoisie were strong, the bourgeoisie was weak, the in¬ 
dustrial proletariat few, and farmers and peasants were in a ma¬ 
jority.^’ But rationalizations and explaining away have only the 
most superficial resemblances to science, and resemble much more 
the optimistic forecasts usually made by leaders of all political 
parties on the eve of an election, and the simple post mortems by 
which the successful explain their success and the defeated their 
defeat. 

Let us be charitable and forget these early examples, making 
allowances for Marx's youth and enthusiasm, and for his German 
patriotism. Fortunately there are many other examples from the 
maturer years of Marx and Engels by which to test their accuracy. 

15* "E. A, Jackson, op. cit. p. 434. 

16. Selected Correspondence, p. 51. 

17. Selected Works, 1942, ii, p. 42-9. 
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In 1857 England was going through a trade depression, and Eng¬ 
els wrote: *In 1848 we thought our time was coming and in a cer¬ 
tain sense it came but now it is coming altogether, now it will be 
a fight for life/ Next year times were better, hope of the revolu¬ 
tion had faded, and he wrote: ‘I must say all the same, however, 
that the way the mass of over-production which brought about the 
crisis has been absorbed is by no means clear to me . . / Marx 
for a while was less discouraged: ‘It is at least consoling that in 
Russia the revolution has begun ... on the Continent the revo¬ 
lution is imminent, and will also immediately [1858] assume a 
socialist character/ 

For years Marx and Engels continued in this way, living in the 
shadow of the expected revolution which never came. In i860 they 
expected great things from an uprising of slaves in America, or of 
serfs in Russia. 

As in the eighteenth century the American War of Independ¬ 
ence sounded the tocsin for the European middle class, so in 

the nineteenth century the American Civil War sounded it 

for the European working class.’^ 

Believing thus, Marx was confident from the beginning of a North¬ 
ern victory, but Engels was doubtful. 

In 1863, after a rising in Poland, Marx believed that although 
their ‘childish enthusiasm’ of 1848 had all ‘gone to hell,* ‘the era 
of revolution has now fairly opened again in Europe.’In the 
preface to the first English translation of Capital, Engels wrote: 
‘We can almost calculate the moment when the unemployed, los¬ 
ing patience, will take their own fate into their own hands.’ A 
little later, in commenting on the Irish question, Marx came to 
the view (1870) that only when Ireland secured its independence 
(which again he took to be close at hand) would the English pro¬ 
letariat be emancipated, and that this in turn was the necessary 
condition for the emancipation of the proletariat on the continent 
of Europe.^’ 

18. Selected Correspondence, pp. 86, 116, 117-18. 

19. Ibid. pp. 124. 134. 136, 138-40. 

20. Ibid. p. 144. 

21. Ibid. pp. 228, 278, 280, 288. Mehring, op. cit. pp. 390-91. 
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England was, of course, the real test case. There, and only there, 
the conditions of revolution approaching these postulated by 
Marx’s theory had existed for a long time, as Marx himself ad¬ 
mitted in 1870.22 But, obstinately, the British proletariat ignored 
the Marxist leadership and turned instead to trade unionism, 
with the result that Britain was one of the last countries of Europe 
to develop a socialist party. There are many expressions of an¬ 
noyance at the British worker in Marxist writings: Britain was a 
living denial of Marx’s thesis of revolution as a more or less auto¬ 
matic outgrowth of capitalism and industrialism. 

Not only was Marx wrong when he ventured into these, and 
many other, specific predictions, but his whole system is a mis¬ 
reading of the future of industrial civilization. The course of sub¬ 
sequent history speaks for itself here, since hardly one of the de¬ 
velopments he forecast have come true: the polarization of society 
with the disappearance of the middle class, the increasing im¬ 
poverishment, the worsening trade crises, the growing 'industrial 
reserve army,’ the decline of nationalism as a political force and 
its replacement by an international class struggle, the sharpening 
of the revolutionary ardor of the working class, and the violent, 
inexorable revolution. 

It would, however, be a mistake to overstate the case against 
Marx. For one thing he was a shrewd observer and his insight was 
occasionally right, although his 'guesses’ were not always justified 
by his analysis. Naturally, if one predicts crises and revolution 
constantly, one is almost bound to be right sometimes in this un¬ 
certain world; every war, every trade depression, and the Bolshevik 
revolution itself have been read by Marxists as confirmation of 
Marx’s theory. Marxists also defend Marx, as Marx defended He¬ 
gel, by saying that although his conclusions may have been wrong 
here and there, his method of dialectical analysis is what is of most 
value. The defense is not a sound one. The more one reads Marx, 
the more one is driven to the conclusion that he had a considerable 
gift for nosing out the ramifications of economic interest, and it 
was this that usually made his thrusts and predictions come true, 
when they did come true. But they often did not in fact follow 
from his theoretical analysis. His twisting and turning to explain 

22. Selected Correspondence, p. 290. 
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the economy on the basis of the labor theory of value is a choice 
example of this. 

Nevertheless it was, for Marx, something of an achievement to 
observe the trend toward concentration of capital and control in 
industry, toward corporate monopoly and the crisis of boom and 
slump. It is relatively easy for us with the advantage of hindsight 
to see the exaggerations, the non sequiturs, the myopic concentra¬ 
tion on the class struggle, the discounting of other tendencies at 
work in society, and so forth. Yet when full credit has been given 
to Marx’s insight, and in particular to his emphasis on the his¬ 
torical nature of capitalism, the test of prediction shows that he 
frequently failed on minor issues, while his main predictions re¬ 
garding later developments and the fate of capitalism have been 
quite wrong. Indeed, the very fact that Marx lived and published 
has injected a new factor into the situation, since the reactions to 
Marxism in the industrialized world tend to stultify Marx's very 
predictions. 

It would be nearer the truth to say that Marx was not so much 
a scientist as a reformer: he did not predict as a scientist does; he 
advocated, and cast his predictions in a pseudo-scientific form, 
because of the prestige attached to science in the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury. By doing this he could show to his own satisfaction that the 
future he desired for society was also inevitable. There is about 
his whole system an air of revelation and very little of the cautious 
and qualified prediction characteristic of a scientific law. Marx’s 
main prediction could perhaps be reframed in a scientific form, 
to run something like this: assuming all other things remain equal 
and there are no interferences, then this tendency in society — the 
class struggle — will lead to the overthrow of capitalism by the 
proletariat. 

Thus stated it is a fair enough abstraction of a single tendency. 
One could make any number of similar abstractions of tendencies 
at work, some of them just as near, some as far from, reality as that 
of Marx. But alas for Marx’s reputation, his abstraction has not 
proved to be realistic enough, other things have interfered, and 
his single tendency has not been allowed to work itself out unham¬ 
pered. 
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VII 

The major error in the Marxist theory, however, as we said in 
Chapter 6, is the confusion of ‘laws’ or trends in society with the 
uniformities of nature. The physical universe may fairly enough 
be regarded as subject to necessity or determinism or laws of uni¬ 
formity. There seems to be some doubt about this today, for in¬ 
stance, in modern sub-atomic physics; but at any rate it was how 
the science of Marx’s day looked upon natural laws. Nineteenth- 
century science was often dogmatic and self-satisfied, believing that 
it had found timeless and final truths. 

The physical universe works independently of our volition and 
consciousness. The laws of its operation may be understood by 
man, and by adjusting to them man may adapt many of them to 
his purposes. Marx treated history as if it were also independent of 
man’s will and purposes, and it was precisely here that he perpe¬ 
trated his cardinal error. 

The data of history and society are unlike the phenomena of 
nature: will and consciousness are of their essence, we are both the 
knower and the known because we are ‘the reed that thinks.’ Caus¬ 
ality in nature is not purposive or teleological, infused with the 
wishes and intentions of man. Causality in history is teleological; 
man is pulled forward by his purposes as well as pushed by his 
environmental forces. Explanations of historical change must take 
note of the vital difference, and of the tremendous complexities 
thus introduced. No pattern of necessary change to which man 
must adjust has yet been found in history or society. As we have 
said, regularities of behavior may be altered by being pointed 
out to people, or even by being studied. ‘Heavenly bodies ignore 
Newton, but investors do not ignore a business index.’ The sci¬ 
entific study of society yields us generalizations of a quite differ¬ 
ent order from the Marxist laws of motion, and the best that can 
be said of Marx is that, in his way, he was a kind of pioneer in 
applying semi-scientific methods to the study of society. 

In Chapter 6 it was explained how it came about that Marx 

23. Quincy Wright, A Study of War, Chicago. 1942, 11, p. 1359* 
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identified the morally desirable goal for society with the naturally 
inevitable. Although its scientific flavor has contributed some¬ 
thing to the spread of Marxism, its more powerful attraction lies 
in the moral judgments it contains. But this does not make Marx¬ 
ism science; it shows it for what it is, a political recipe for action 
which has hardened into a quasi-religion. Neither Marxist nor 
Hegelian theories are capable of scientific demonstration, nor can 
they be refuted by history and the appeal to the evidence, by the 
tests of success or prediction, or by any other scientific method, 
since in both systems the dialectic is only a magic spell, used to 
fuse together the necessary and the ethical. Marx’s predictions 
were based not upon scientific study but upon the dialectic, which 
in Marx as in Hegel scarcely ever worked well — except after the 
event. 

Only if Marx’s iron laws are regarded as statements of tend¬ 
encies, cautious and tentative in form, and even more cautiously 
applied to interpret social data, can Marxism conform to the 
canons of the scientific method. But so to dilute Marxism in the 
interest of science would be to rob it of its power as a fighting faith. 
Marxists are ’hot for certainties in this our life,’ and are not to 
be put off with the dusty answers of scientific methods. The tragedy 
of Marxism is precisely this: the element of truth it contains has 
been elevated into dogma, a process which began with Marx him¬ 
self in his self-confident youth. Although scientific methods cannot 
refute a protean philosophic synthesis such as Marxism, we may 
reasonably expect that time and events may sift out its truth and 
make the rest obsolete. But this statement is not a scientific predic¬ 
tion; it rests upon the avowed hope that the future of man will 
be more enlightened than his past. 



Law, morality, religion, are to him [the proletarian] 
so many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in 
ambush just as many bourgeois interests. 

Communist Manifesto. 

In reality every class, even every profession, has its 
own morality and even this it violates whenever it 
can do so with impunity. Engels.^ 

Religion is the moan of the oppressed creature, the 
sentiment of a heartless world, as it is the spirit of 
spiritless conditions. It is the opium of the people. 

^Marx.2 
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Marxism, Morality, and Religion 


I 

Between Marxism and scientific methods there is, on the whole, 
very little in common except the use of the word science. But 
there is an illuminating parallel between Marxism and organized 
religions which is worth noting, not because of the exactness of 
the comparison at every point, but because of the insight it gives 
into the nature and attraction of Marxism. 

First, one is struck by the use of religious language in the very 
origins of the Marxist system. Marx and Engels at first considered 
calling the Communist Manifesto a creed, a catechism, or a con¬ 
fession of faith. Ever since then, no matter to which splinter group 
they belong, Marxists have used the works of Marx and Engels 
exactly as devout and literal-minded persons use the Bible or the 
Koran. To settle an argument or justify a policy there is the same 


1. Selected Works, 1942. 1, p. 450. 
s. Selected Essays, p. 11. 
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kind of reference to holy writ, the same practice of lavish quota¬ 
tion of detailed texts. 

If Lenin wished to prove a point he invariably clinched his 
argument by quoting a remark of Marx or Engels. Stalin quoted 
Marx, Engels, a? 7 d Lenin. Ordinary communists floor their op¬ 
ponents by quoting all four of the fathers. To such lengths did 
this invocation of texts go that it is usually impossible to find any¬ 
thing new in a speech of Stalin s dealing with theoretical aspects 
of Marxism. Even Lenin himself did not greatly add to the con¬ 
tent of Marxism as a philosophy or social theory, but he altered 
the emphasis here, and extended the meaning there, and so gave 
the original an application which better justified his own practical 
policies. In doing this his method often was to select a text that 
suited his purpose, or to elevate a minor and sometimes incon¬ 
sistent work of Marx into a position of dominance. The net result, 
however, is to make modern communism a body of revolutionary 
precepts flexible enough to be adapted to any policy which the 
leaders wish to follow. 

Second, Marxism may be regarded as a revelation, as a gospel of 
deliverance to the poor. The proletariat is a kind of Chosen Peo¬ 
ple, who alone will possess the New Jerusalem. Lazarus and Dives 
will exchange places. Marx, too, like the founders of some reli- 
gic.ns, w^as rejected by his w^ell-to-do contemporaries. (Marx has 
fared badly, how'ever, in that he has not been greatly taken up 
even by the industrial proletariat for w^hom he wrote.) He is 
strangely like an ancient Hebrew prophet, and never in better 
form than when playing Jeremiah to the Babylon of capitalism. 
There is, moreover, the same apocalyptic note and sense of urgency 
about his message. 

Third, it is useless to expect a change in the hardened hearts of 
the bourgeoisie, and thus the new order cannot come gradually; 
only a cataclysm, the revolution, can bring it about. Immediately 
thereafter will take place the great judgment — the dictatorship 
of the proletariat — to separate the proletarian sheep from the 
bourgeois goats. 

Fourth, the struggle may be short or long, but beyond it there 
lies the millennium. Marx*s millennium is of this earth: the class¬ 
less society. All previous history is merely a preamble; *rear his- 
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tory wiJJ then begin in earnest, and ordinary historical laws will 
no longer apply. It is this reference to the end for which man and 
society are destined that, for both Marx and the prophets, gives 
history its meaning. There is also a golden age of the past. In some 
religions this is the Eden before the Fall, in political philosophy 
it has often been called the state of nature, in Marxism it is the 
stage of primitive communism. According to Engels social classes 
(sin) came into the world with private property, a view not unlike 
that held by some Christian sects; for instance, the Diggers in 
scventeenth ccntury England. 

Fifth (this applies more to present-day communism than to the 
thought of Marx himself), the communist party is like a church 
hierarchy or priestly caste. The duty of obedience comes before 
everything else, and the party has built up throughout the world 
a remarkable reputation for enthusiasm, industry, and plain liv¬ 
ing. The party also has its saints and martyrs, and accords them 
an almost religious veneration. The cult of Lenin and Stalin is 
one of the features of Russian life that is so strange to the Western 
mind, which persists in regarding communism as a purely political 
or economic movement. If on the other hand these practices are 
seen as quasi-religious they are perfectly understandable. 

Sixth (this also applies to modern communism more than to 
Marx’s own thought), the way in which communist doctrines are 
held, interpreted, and enforced is astonishingly like the way in 
which some religious creeds are safeguarded. To the party is en¬ 
trusted the message and the maintenance of its doctrinal purity. 
The current version of Marxist theory cannot be challenged and 
no dissent is allowed. Its truth is entirely taken for granted. Those 
who hold heretical views are denounced both as false prophets and 
as evil men. Doubt, which is virtue in the scientist, is grave sin in 
the believer. In the interpretation of communist doctrine, there 
is on the one hand the rigid orthodoxy known as Marxism-Lenin- 
ism-Stalinism, which resembles nothing so much as a kind of secu¬ 
lar scholasticism; and on the other is a variety of ever-splintering 
interpretations, the heresies known as 'deviations,’ 'errors,' 'revi¬ 
sions,’ and so on. (Is it too far-fetched to see in the recent Stalin- 
Tito breach a parallel to the fourteenth century, when for nearly 
forty years there was one Pope in Avignon and one in Rome, each 
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claiming to be the ‘true Pope*? Or may Tito be regarded as the 
Luther of a communist Reformation?) 

Even in the teaching and study of Marxism there is a strangely 
religious flavor. If the student cannot ‘see’ the point at issue, the 
failure to do so is attributed to a defect of the will and he may be 
told first to make the act of faith and then his doubts will vanish. 
Trotsky emphasized the need to believe in order to understand, 
but the same disparagement of the intellectual approach is found 
in Engels himself: 

. . . how greatly superior the uneducated workers, for whom 
one can easily make comprehensible the most difficult eco¬ 
nomic analyses, are to our conceited 'educated people* to 
whom such intricate questions remain insoluble their whole 
life long .3 

The same note is sounded by an American Marxist: 

Anyone who has taught Marxist economic theory to British 
coal miners know^s that they grasp its intricacies more easily 
than do Oxford dons.* 

Another, speaking of the dialectic, the inner, esoteric mystery of 
the Marxist religion, says: 

Just a moment’s reflection is needed — and then the Great 
Light comes! ® 

Seventh, there is in both Marxism and religion the idea of 
inevitability, the same belief in ultimate victory, which is guaran¬ 
teed by the eternal laws of history and the universe. Yet in both 
there is also the awareness that man must play his part in further¬ 
ing the grand design, and so a complete fatalism is generally 
avoided. Marxism is thus a fighting creed, which challenges its 
adherents to change the world, and not merely to accept it piously. 

Eighth, in Marxism as in religion, there is the same claim to 
universally valid truths. Marxism consists of 'the processes of his- 

3. Selected Works, 1942, i, p. 243. 

4. W. J. Blake, An American Looks at Karl Marx, Elements of Marxian 
Economic Theory and Its Criticism, New York, 1939, p. 114. 

5. T. A. Jackson, op. dt. p. 307. 
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tory made conscious.’ The theory is true, and there is no argument 
about it; he who is not with it is against it: there is no middle posi¬ 
tion. Like religion it therefore claims a prior loyalty, over the 
loyalty which the citizen owes to the bourgeois state. It follows 
from this, of course, that other doctrines are false, and hence we 
have the old scholastic argument in new guise: error has not the 
same right as Marxist truth. 

Ninth, Marxism is not only a social theory, it is also a point of 
view on the world, a Weltanschauung, which like religious faith 
meets a deep craving in man, and enables him to integrate his life. 
In an age such as the twentieth century, when all creeds are in the 
melting pot and men are running hither and thither for security 
and certainty, the world view of communism makes it especially 
attractive, and in a psychological sense helps to explain some of 
its appeal. 

In one respect Marxism goes beyond not only a scientific theory, 
or a political program, but even beyond most religions: it is a 
complete system of thought. In its philosophic basis of dialectical 
materialism Marxism functions as a metaphysic, a theory of knowl¬ 
edge, and a new logic. In historical materialism it claims to have 
an explanation of history, a moral code, and a program of action 
which is a guide to both tactics and strategy. In its totality it ex¬ 
plains the universe and man, and the relation of the two; it also 
explains man’s social life, his science, his art, and his beliefs. There 
is nothing outside it; truly an amazing claim if Marxism is re¬ 
garded as science, or even as a social philosophy, but a natural 
one if it is regarded as an all-embracing religion, suitable, say, for 
a completely theocratic state. 

The analogy of Marxism with any or all religious faiths must 
of course be handled with great caution. An analogy does not 
prove anything, and we should not attempt to draw too much 
from the particular instances sketched above. At some points, 
too, the parallel can be maintained only by the distortion of a 
religious or Christian point of view, at others the comparisons are 
only formal and verbal, while the content shows up real difiEer- 
ences. It can hardly be disputed, however, that communism has 
been made into a fanatical religion, and to most of its supporters 
is a substitute for other religions. Not surprisingly, therefore, to 
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the outsider it looks like a highly organized religion. There are of 
course many differences between Marxism and religion, and to the 
believers in both camps these are far more important than the 
formal and often superficial likenesses. Before that question is 
discussed, however, something should perhaps be said about the 
Marxist theory of morals.® 

II 

The Marxist theory of morals may be simply stated. It is ostensi¬ 
bly one of strict determinism, with morality among those elements 
in the superstructure of society which are a reflection of the eco¬ 
nomic foundation. And since all societies have been class societies 
— the argument runs — the morality prevailing at any one time 
has been a rationalization of the interests of the ruling class. Like 
the legal and political systems, the moral code is designed to sup¬ 
port the ruling class, and its precepts arc then exalted into eternal 
laws of nature or reason. The process need not be, and usually is 
not, a deliberate conspiracy on the part of the bourgeoisie, who 
may be quite sincere in their beliefs, and dupes of their own ide- 
ology. 

The Marxist theory that morality is only a matter of property 
interest means also that man is shaped wholly by economic inter¬ 
ests and relationships, which in a sense is a doctrine that life is 
work, and this in turn accords closely with the spirit of early indus¬ 
trialism and its stern Puritan outlook. (Work, in Marx’s view, is 
what has raised man from the animals.) The importance of all 
that large area of life outside of working hours and economic 
interest— for example, within the family — is left out of account. 
Marx’s theory is thus incomplete, and the very most that could be 
claimed for it, even if it were true, is that it is true of only a part 
of the moral life. 

A much more searching question, however, is this: cannot and 
does not the moral code transcend class interest? The Marxist reply 
is twofold: (a) the common element in all morals, as in politics, 

6. An elaborate parallel has been drawn between communism and Roman 
Catholicism — unflattering to both — by Paul Blanshard, Communism, De¬ 
mocracy and Catholic Power, Boston, 1951. 
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law, and so on, is traceable to the fact that all past societies have 
been class societies; and (b) the oppressed classes are dupes, in¬ 
duced by propaganda to believe in the ruling-class morality. (Marx 
sometimes thought the proletariat would be shrewd enough to *see 
through* bourgeois morality and to reject it.) 

Such a reply is altogether too superficial, since in fact the sever¬ 
est critics of the bourgeoisie come from within that class, Marx 
and Engels themselves being outstanding examples. All moral 
codes (except the Marxist) recognize the distinction between inter¬ 
ests and morals, between what is right and what is financially re¬ 
warding. A part of the moral code of the Western world has always 
been critical of some features of capitalism, even of private prop¬ 
erty itself, while within the bourgeois class ideas on what is right 
or wrong may often vary, as they do on the subjects of drink and 
divorce. In some fundamental respects the moral code is applica¬ 
ble to any kind of social structure and has already survived Hebrew 
pastoralism, Roman slavery, and feudalism, although no doubt the 
detailed application has often varied. The commandment ‘thou 
shalt not steal’ is not abrogated merely by extending the prohibi¬ 
tion from private to public property, although Engels appeared to 
think otherwise: 

Does this law thou shalt not steal become an eternal moral 
law? By no means. In a society in which the motive for steal¬ 
ing has been done away with, in which at the most only luna¬ 
tics would ever steal, how the teacher of morals w^ould be 
laughed at who tried solemnly to proclaim the eternal truth: 
Thou shalt not steal! ’ 

Neither is duty to one’s neighbor superseded w'hen the meaning 
of ‘neighbor’ is broadened to include all one’s fellow citizens, or 
even all human beings. Finally there is the point that over a large 
area of conduct the moral code of the West is identical with that 
in the U.S.S.R., where, presumably, there are no exploiting classes. 

For these reason alone it is hard to deny that all classes can and 
often do agree on many moral principles, and that such agreement 
is not merely common belief in ruling-class propaganda. One may 
well argue that it is only the moral code which does transcend 
7. Anti-Duhring, Handbook, p. 248. 
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economic interests. Classes or any other groups may naturally have 
conflicting interests, as a result of which they may differ on what 
is right in some specific cases. But this does not constitute a differ¬ 
ent kind of morality. Classes and groups also have many common 
interests, which Marxist theory quite ignores. 

A second serious question must also be raised; can morality alter 
only when the ‘modes of prodiiction* are altered? This query, of 
course, is part of the wider, problem of whether any elements in 
the superstructure, or mental life, of society may alter except 
under the influence of changing methotls of production. Thus 
nothing less than the truth or falsity of the entire Marxist inter¬ 
pretation of history is involved — a question that has been dis¬ 
cussed in Chapiei 3, and need not be re-examined here. Suffice it 
to say that the many weighty objections which may be brought 
against the Marxist theory of history in general apply, a fortiori, 
to the particular case that changes in morals can come about only 
as the result of economic changes. When the economic foundation 
of society alters there will be some changes in the detailed applica¬ 
tion of moral principles; that is the grain of wheat in the Marxist 
chaff. 

A third difficulty with Marx’s moral theory (already dealt with 
in Chapters 2 and 4) is that of bridging the gap between the self- 
interested individual and class loyalty. There is no answer to this 
in Marx, except that given by every moralist from time immemo¬ 
rial: exhortation and the call to duty. Soviet Russian practice gives 
the same answers, as when in the Second World War the appeal 
was made not to class or other selfish interest but to the traditional 
values of duty, loyalty, and patriotism in order to stimulate the 
fighting spirit of the Soviet peoples. 

A fourth objection arises from Marx’s idea of ‘progress' in 
morality. If morality is class determined, in what sense can the 
judgment be made that one moral code is better than another? 
The Marxist reply is that as methods of production change, new 
ruling classes are thrown up. A rising class will develop a morality 
which favors its interest, and will reject unsuitable elements in 
the code of the older ruling class. A society built upon slavery 
rationalizes the rightness of slavery, as in ancient Greece, and 
stresses such virtues as obedience to masters. Feudal society, while 
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condemning slavery, believes in the essential rightness of feudalism, 
and stresses order and hierarchy in society. Feudalism in turn was 
readily seen as wrong by the bourgeoisie, who naturally stress 
individualist ideas associated with mobility of labor and freedom 
of contract in business; and these translated into moral terms be¬ 
come freedom of choice and opinion, individual instead of group 
responsibility, and so forth. Now to Marx that moral code is better 
or higher which represents the interests of the new class that will 
take the place of the older class. Thus the morality of feudal society 
was better than that of slavery, and capitalist morality is better 
than feudal. Hence Marx could call capitalism progressive com- 
[)ared with its predecessor. 

I'his is all very well so far as it goes, if one ignores the omissions 
and the historical distortions; but the main issue has clearly been 
dcxlgcd by Marx, as it was dodged by Rousseau and others in the 
eighteenth century who conceived of man as ‘naturally good* but 
corrupted by society. I he higher morality is defined as merely the 
interests of the class which will inherit the future. If morality is 
defined in this way there is no more to be said. Right and wrong 
cease to have any of the ordinary meanings attached to them, and 
become today merely the expedient in terms of what is to the 
interest of the proletariat — the class of the future. Success then 
l)ecomcs the criterion of morals, as of truth, a position which is 
very near that of Hegel, in whom there was always a tendency to 
identify what is with what is right. History, like necessity, makes 
its own rules; this is more often expressed as necessity knows no 
law. Such a definition is also very like that of Hitler, in which 
right was defined as what promoted the interests of the German 
people. Marx’s argument is also circular. Only by assuming that 
his forecast is true, that is, that the proletariat will inherit the 
future, can the proletariat be called progressive, and hence its 
morality be called ‘better.’ 

We can see from this that in labeling capitalism immoral, Marx¬ 
ists ought to mean merely unprogressive, or out of date. (It was of 
course progressive, and hence moral, in its earlier stages.) There 
is also no point in passing judgment upon the capitalist as a per¬ 
son, since he is only doing what to him seems right. But this 
strict position is seldom maintained by Marxists, who, from Marx 
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onward, can hardly find language strong enough to express their 
condemnation of bourgeois actions; and in judging they invariably 
appeal to traditional moral standards. Similarly, communists often 
fail in practice to worship success (other than communist success) 
with its corollary that power alone gives right; and in speaking 
of the classless society they describe it in terms of high social ideals 
which any good liberal may accept. Ordinary moral standards 
emerge also in the selfless behavior of many communists, both in 
the rank and file and in leaders such as Marx and Lenin. 

Marxist practice is thus often inconsistent with its owm moral 
theory (a subject which is treated more fully below). But there is 
still another way in which Marx left open an escape from moral 
determinism. It lies in the same kind of dualism that may be seen 
in every part of the Marxist system, including his theory of knowl¬ 
edge and his interpretation of history, namely, the allowance for 
man’s interaction, Man is a product of circumstances (determin¬ 
ism), yet circumstances are modified by man (interaction). Hence 
his remark that ‘the educator must himself be educated.‘ Allow¬ 
ance for interaction of this kind ruins the sense and consistency of 
a simple theory of moral determinism, just as it ruins the economic 
determinism of history. 

When Marx adhered to his theory of a class-determined moral¬ 
ity he w'as led to an extraordinarily hopeful view of man's potential 
virtue once private property is abolished. (Presumably a kind of 
classless morality also prevailed under primitive communism be¬ 
fore man was corrupted by private property.) Marx spoke as 
though all crime — or even sin, if one may use that word in con¬ 
nection with Marxism — would disappear in the classless society. 
Engels expressed this simple faith when he wrote: ‘Prostitution is 
based on private property and falls with it.’ ® 

True, many crimes are crimes against private property; and a 
portion of all crime has its predisposing economic circumstances, 
such as overcrowding and poverty. We may also take for granted 
that some crimes will vanish if private property is socialized — for 
instance, if there is no market in stocks and bonds there can be 
no dealings in fraudulent securities (except on a black market). 
Yet granting in full the Marxist assumptions of public ownership 
8 . Principles of Communism, p. i8. 
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and a high standard of living for all, no one, however slight his 
knowledge of human nature or criminology, could possibly expect 
this to give us an entirely new morality. Marx's very impatience 
and his dreams of a better society often led him, as they led many 
of the Utopians of his day, to see the proletariat through rose- 
colored glasses. He himself could work prodigiously, without any 
hope of immediate gain, and he thought the proletariat, too, would 
be above sordid aims. He could not seem to realize that the work¬ 
ers are no better than anyone else; they want the same things as 
other classes, and respond to the same incentives. 

riic elaliorate Soviet legal and penal system shows how varied 
and fie(|utTit offenses against public property may be, while in 
addition most of the ordinary ‘bourgeois* type of crime still con¬ 
tinues in the U.S.S.R., that is, offenses against the person and 
against private property in consumer goods. In short, all that one 
can say about the classless society is that the ‘causes' of some types 
of Clime and the temptations to some types of sin will have been 
removed. We may be quite sure that no institutional reorganiza¬ 
tion is going to do more than that. Sin, selfishness, and crime did 
not come into the world with capitalism, nor will they go out 
with it. 

If Marx’s theory is true and morality is merely a cover for class 
interest, he thus effectively dismisses the moral ‘ought.’ As long as 
Marxists subscribe to this kind of theory they should not be sur¬ 
prised if they find themselves opposed by those who believe in 
some other basis for moral values. Marx’s theory clearly also in¬ 
volves the relativity of all morals. Marxism is not unique in defin¬ 
ing morals in naturalistic or non-moral terms, or even in its rela¬ 
tivity. It is unique, however, in placing morals entirely on a class 
basis, and in asserting that what is inevitable is also right. 

Marx’s so-called theory of morals and his related remarks on 
crime are perhaps the most cavalier and least-thought-out parts of 
his system. The purpose of his savage outbursts against bourgeois 
morality is easy to understand. He raged against the common no¬ 
tion of his day that there was something eternal about the capital¬ 
ist economy, and hence he castigated also the ideals of moral right¬ 
ness and of natural rights, and even the divine law, which were 
often used to justify private ownership, laissez-faire, the existing 
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income distribution, and so on. Some Marxists admit as much 
when they say that in moral principles there are both an eternal 
element and a relative element, that Marx merely concentrated 
on the relative element, and that when he did this he was usually 
correct.® There is a lot to be said for such a modest appraisal, al¬ 
though it would hardly find favor in Moscow. 

Few theories are wholly wrong, and even in Marx's moral theory 
there is an element of truth. Psychology has taught us that indi¬ 
viduals do often rationalize their behavior and produce excellent 
moral reasons for doing what they want to do or what will benefit 
them. Many observers other than Marx have also noticed a class 
element in morals. Mill, for example, wrote: ‘Wherever there is 
an ascendant class, a large portion of the morality of the country 
emanates from its class interest, and its feelings of class supe¬ 
riority.* Also, the content of the moral code must usually be 
socially useful, although this need not always be so. For instance, 
the dietary rules of the ancient Hebrews served a useful hygienic 
purpose in a different age and climate; but although they may not 
serve any hygienic pur[X)se today, they are retained with great 
tenacity. But Marxism gives no explanation of why they are re¬ 
tained, since on Marxist principles they should be altered with 
the changed methods of production. 

Much the same considerations apply to the ‘Marxist view of hu¬ 
man nature* of which so much has been made. It comes down 
to very little: that self-interest has dominated human behavior 
through history, but that once capitalism is abolished, man will 
transcend self-interest and be ‘naturally* good. Marx, like every 
other radical reformer, was thoroughly indignant at man*s present 
and past lot, with invincible faith in man*s future potentiali¬ 
ties. 

Although Marxism has no complete moral theory, and even 
the partial theory has been pushed to an untenable extreme, there 
is a residue which we shall do ill to ignore. The emphasis on the 
social content of morality, and on the emptiness of vague prin¬ 
ciples that give no help in dealing with pressing everyday prob¬ 
lems; the warning that when the spectacles of self-interest are worn 

9. Jack Lindsay, op. cit. pp. aog-ia. 

10. On Liberty (Everyman’s), p. 70. 
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we can so easily adapt our morals to our inclinations; and the 
strictures on the inhumanity of so much of the philosophy of com¬ 
petition: all these are useful hints from whatever source they come. 
They embody ideas that today are commonplace, but Marx helped 
to make them so. 

Ill 

Marx s ostensible theory is one thing, but his practice and the 
bulk of his writings are another. That is why it is never wise to 
take Marx's theory of morals, such as it is, at face value. Few com¬ 
munists do in fact take it so in their propaganda; for the most part 
they rest their case on a moral judgment common to all classes, 
and seldom indulge in moral cynicism, except as a matter of rou¬ 
tine in explaining the actions of class enemies. The one kind of 
behavior which Marxism cannot explain, on its own principles of 
economic determinism, is that of Marxists themselves. Alternative 
explanations of Marxist ethics as a species of ‘romantic destruc- 
tionism' or as sheer naked power without any ideals at all seem to 
me quite wrong.” Explanation of Marxism as non-moral cannot 
account for the attraction of Marxism to so many high-minded 
people. For another thing, it gives democracy an all too easy moral 
victory over Marxism by painting the latter all black; and for a 
third, it tends to play down the great challenge of Marxism to 
democracy: the demand that men should construct a just soci¬ 
ety. 

It is more important, if we are to understand the appeal of 
Marxism, to look at practice rather than at theory. For example, 
where Marx in the Communist Manifesto spoke of the bourgeois 
attitude toward marriage and the family, he was not enunciating 
any theory of class-determined morality; what he was really indig¬ 
nant at was the exploitation — poverty, long hours of toil, mother 
and children all working — which made it impossible for the 
worker to enjoy a decent family life. It is strictly an argumentum 
ad hominem, to refute the bourgeois charge that communists wish 
to destroy the family, and is not really a discussion of family morals 

n. F. H. Knight, Freedom and Economic Reform, New York, 1947, pp. 
87ff. 
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at all. Engels, in outlining his history of the family, strongly con¬ 
demned the double standard of sexual behavior for men and 
women and looked forward to the day when there would be no 
economic exploitation of woman by man. when love between 
equals w^ould be the only tie holding the family together. 

Some communists have occasionally dismissed all moral stand¬ 
ards— although few if any of the top leaders have ever done so 
— including those concerning relations between the sexes; and in 
the first years after the revolution the Bolsheviks broke with the 
Western code at some points. Campaigns were carried on against 
all traditional ideas, and with lenient laws the abortion, divorce, 
and illegitimate-birth rates soared. But these were exceptional and 
temporary episodes, due partly to the early Bolshevik belief that 
the family bolstered up the psychology of private property. 

Lenin, too, had, perhaps unknowingly, lent some support to 
Bolshevik practice by his ambiguous references to a ‘revolutionary 
morality.' But he certainly made up for this later by expressing 
strong and prudish views and, as is well known, his private life was 
austere and disciplined. He severely denounced ‘free love’ and 
what he called ‘the glass of water’ theory of sex, which he said was 
‘completely un-^^arxist, and moreover, anti social.* 

Today there is a good deal of evidence to show that the Rus¬ 
sians have swung from their former Bohemianism to an almost 
puritanical attitude toward sex; the laws on marriage, divorce, 
and abortion, for instance, are nowadays stricter than in some 
Western countries. Even the marriage ceremony itself has been 
made more solemn and dignified. Moral discipline and training 
are much emphasized in scliool education (co-education in sec¬ 
ondary schools w'as widely abolished in 1943), the virtues of patri¬ 
otism, self-reliance, and diligence are deeply inculcated — together 
of course, with indoctrination in communism.'= Again, the relia¬ 
bility of loose-living communists is regarded with deep suspicion 
by party leaders everywhere, since what is demanded is dedication 
and self-control to the point of austerity, so that in all things the 
party interests may be given first place. Lenin had set the example: 

You know young Comrade . . . ? A splendid boy, and highly 
talented. And yet I feel that nothing good will come out of 
12. Soviet Studies, April 1950, pp. 519(1.; Russian Review, April 1950, p. 87. 
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him. He reels and staggers from one love affair to the next. 

That won't do for the political struggle, for the revolution.^^ 

Moral indignation is a marked feature in the writings of Marx 
and Lenin and in much of the later Marxist literature. The Marx¬ 
ist critique of society can perhaps best be understood as chiefly 
moral, a view which may be supported by putting the question: 
why do people become communists? In the last resort they usually 
give the injustices of capitalist society as their chief objection 
to it, the sense of injustice, as in Trotsky, often having been 
aroused in childhood. They pass essentially moral judgments and 
their standards are liberal and humanitarian. They may give other 
reasons on the surface, such as the economic inefficiencies of capital¬ 
ism, but this detached scientific appraisal is not what has power 
to move people to passionate action, and is never more than a sec¬ 
ondary reason or a rationalization. 

rhat sensitive people both join and leave the communist party 
for moral reasons is plainly the evidence of the six eminent ex- 
communists in The God That Failed, and of many others.'* These 
high-minded Westerners, fired by all the humanist ideals of liberal 
democracy, begin their pilgrimage to the modern Holy Land full 
of generous admiration for the 'Russian experiment.' They are 
prepared to make full allowance for all the special and difficult 
Russian circumstances. But misgivings come with closer experience 
of party methods inside the Soviet Union, and great numbers of 
the pilgrims have returned sadder but wiser men. 

What do we find has caused the change in outlook? The answer 
is nearly always the .same: it was the ruthless disregard in the Soviet 
Union of all humanitarian ideals. No one with ordinary human 
standards of morality and decency could fail to be distressed and 
repelled by the inhumane manner in which opponents are dealt 
with in the U.S.S.R. No lover of liberty could possibly live amid 
such stifling of the human spirit. Bertrand Russell was the first 
of these well-knowm visitors — he was of course much too cool- 
headed ever to become a communist — to make the journey to 
Moscow, shortly after the First World War, while the revolution 


13. Reminiscences of Lenin, cited in R. Schlesinger (ed.). The Family in the 

London, 1949. p. 77. 

14. Richard Crossman (cd.). The God That Failed, London, 1950. 
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was not yet over; and his evidence is typical and unmistakable.'* 
He, like most of us, was not averse to the aims the Russians profess 
to have in mind: the classless society, the higher standards of liv¬ 
ing, the industrialization, perhaps even the economic planning. 
But the methods employed and the price paid, in terms of regi¬ 
mentation and actual suffering, made Russell, as they must make 
all humane people, reject Soviet Communism. If the problemati¬ 
cal, or even certain, good must be purchased at that price, then 
we would rather go without than pay the price.'® (It is somewhat 
easier, however, for us in the comparatively wealthy and free 
democracies to take this higher moral line. Had we never enjoyed 
freedoms wt could hardly be expected to miss what we never had.) 

Now the Russians, like everyone else, do not act as they do with¬ 
out a theoretical explanation of their behavior; and that brings us 
to the essential principle of Marxist moral practice, the doctrine 
that the end or result justifies the means, a view usually attributed 
to Machiavelli and, perhaps unjustly, to the Jesuits. It may be 
regarded also as a perversion of the insight of the utilitarians into 
the importance of probable or actual consequences. 

The doctrine easily follows from Marx's view that the interests 
of the proletariat are a higher form of morality. Since by defini¬ 
tion the communist party acts only in the interests of the prole¬ 
tariat, w'hatever the party does is thus morally justified. Admittedly 
there can be some confusion here, and two quite different ideas 
are easily mixed: (a) whatever the party or proletariat docs is 
right, by definition; (b) some of the means adopted, though ad¬ 
mittedly wrong in themselves if judged by ordinary canons of 
morality, are nevertheless to be condoned as the shortest or the 
only means that can promote the good end in view.'^ The two 
ideas are extremely difficult to separate in practice, but the latter 
is the one most often put forward to justify communist action. It 
is undoubtedly more subtle and less outrageous than the alterna¬ 
tive view, and enables the communist to stand on higher moral 

15. B. Russel], The Practice and Theory of Bolshevism, London, 1948. 

16. Ibid. pp. io2fF. 

17. Lenin har]x)red both views: . . our morality is entirely subordinated 
to the interests of the class struggle of the proletariat,* and *morality is what 
serves to destroy the old exploiting society, to unite all the toilers around the 
proletariat.’ Lenin, Selected IVorks, 1951, 11, Part 2, pp. 483, 485. 
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ground. Some support is lent to this by the statement of ideals 
incorporated in the Stalin constitution of 1936. Many parts of the 
constitution are clearly ignored in practice, but within the Soviet 
Union they still seem to be widely regarded as ultimate goals. 

Communist behavior and conscience are easier to explain on 
the nieans-and-results principle than on any other. Marx himself, 
while professedly seeking good ends for society, did not hesitate to 
stir up hatred and could be ruthless, even cruel, in some of his 
polemics. The same tendency was strongly marked in Lenin, not 
so much because he was self-important, or wished power for him¬ 
self, as because he regarded himself as ‘an agent of history.* 

Two instances may be given from Soviet behavior of the appeal 
to ‘bad* means to secure good ends: (1) The decree legalizing abor¬ 
tion in 1920 was admitted to be evil, but w^as defended as necessary 
for |)iactical reasons: to prevent the death of women at the hands 
of quacks by putting the operation into the hands of qualified 
surgeons. At the same time propaganda against abortion was car¬ 
ried on. and doctors were not allowed to perform the operation 
‘with mercenary aims.’ (2) The suffering caused by liquidating 
the kulaks as a class, and by forced collectivization of farming in 
the famine year of 1932, was afterw^ard admitted to have been real 
and terrible; but has been justified because the purpose was good. 

‘ I'he Cause' is everything, and human life must not stand in its 
way. What docs it matter if some of the suspects are innocent? ‘So 
mighty a form,’ as Hegel wrote of the Great Man, ‘must trample 
down many an innocent flower — crush to pieces many an object 
in the path.’ The ruthless ‘social engineering* must go on, to con¬ 
struct the kind of society the leaders have in mind. 

It is [thirty] years since the Communist Party obtained undis¬ 
puted pcilitical power in Russia. Still the victims tramp down 
to death. There is no end to the suffering, the river of blood 
flows on . . . To those, who really seek a better social order 
— and are not merely seeking in political action relief from 
the explosive violence of their own natures — I would say with 
assurance: This is not the road.^^ 

18. R. Schlcsingcr, op. cit. pp. 271, 371 If. 

19. £. F. M. Durbin, op. dt. p. 218. 
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Critics of the regime are regarded as diseased flesh on the body 
politic, to be removed by a surgicaJ operation. A little judicious 
pressure — social, economic, legal, or extra-legal — is applied to 
the critic or unbeliever and he soon renounces his skepticism or 
heresy. But this is a medieval way of describing Soviet methods. 
A more modern and illuminating version is this: any difference of 
opinion that arises (and there is no institution about which genu¬ 
ine questions cannot arise) is not met by rational argument or by 
appeal to the evidence. Jt is not met at all. Instead, the matter is 
regarded as one of psychology. The questioner is treated as if his 
attitude were a symptom of neurosis, a defect of character, exactly 
as Lenin dealt with opponents in some of his writings.^® The heart 
of the process is best described in such books as Arthur Koestler’s 
Darkness at Noon, and best of all perhaps in George Orwell's 1984. 

Communist parties outside Russia have often used the same 
ruthless methods, and all for the same ostensibly high-minded pur¬ 
pose. As Professor Laski put it: 

the passion for conspiracy, the need for deception, the ruth¬ 
lessness, the centralised and autocratic commands, the con¬ 
tempt for fair play, the willingness to use lying and treachery 
to discredit an opponent or to secure some desired end, com¬ 
plete dishonesty in the presentation of the facts, the habit of 
regarding temporary success as justifying any measure, the 
hysterical invective by which they wrought to destroy the 
character of anyone who disagreed with them, these . . . have 
been the normal behavior of Communists all over the world.^^ 

Russian groups such as the Nihilists justified terrorism and as¬ 
sassination as proper political methods against the Czarist regime, 
and (in certain circumstances) the Bolsheviks were prepared to use 
the same weapons. In a similar way the party now justifies every 
kind of method both inside and outside the Soviet Union. Nothing 
has a right to exist which stands in the way of a communist objec¬ 
tive: the possession of adequate power to carry out policies im- 

20. I. Berlin, Tolitical Ideas in the Twentieth Century,' Foreign Affairs, 
April 1950. pp. 364!!. 

21. H. Laski, Communist Manifesto: Socialist Landmark, London, 1948, p. 

89- 
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poses the only limit. It has been well said that ‘Communism is the 
doctrine of humanitarianism driven to an extreme in the pursuit 
of offensive and defensive methods.' 22 

This explanation, in terms of means and results, enables us to 
dismiss the superficial and misleading explanation that all com¬ 
munists are fiends, lost to all morals and decency. It is not a ques¬ 
tion of ideals versus power, but one of power used amorally in 
support of a moral ideal. Nor is it only ‘spiritual wickedness in 
high places'; it is just as much a case of ignoring Kant's maxim 
to treat men as ends, not merely as means, and of forgetting to 
use methods compatible with the goals desired.^^ We can then see 
communists for what they are: single-minded fanatics so devoted 
to their cause that they will stoop to conquer by any methods. 
They are thus brought, where of course they belong, into the fold 
of common, erring humanity. 

The tradition of using evil means to promote good ends is not 
confined to Russians. A lack of scruple in promoting national ob¬ 
jectives is common in all history, although never, except perhaps 
in Nazi Germany, has it been carried so far as in the Soviet Union. 
Cavour noted that his methods of unifying Italy would hardly 
stand scrutiny, and Bismarck altered the Ems Telegram to pro¬ 
voke the war of 1870. But we are all tarred with the same brush. 
Which of us has not been tempted to turn a lenient eye when 
our own cause has been promoted by dubious methods? Where is 
the party or nation which has not to greater or lesser degree 
brought forward the same Machiavellian argument of the end 
justifying the means? Did we not in such instances as the blockade 
of Germany in World War I, the mass bombing and the atom 
bombing in World War II, use the argument that these were bad, 
but necessary since they would shorten the war? If the answer is 
yes, then we are not far from the Soviet argument used to justify 
the methods employed in the collectivization of agriculture in the 
igso's. Had Russia not mechanized and collectivized agriculture, 
and had she not concentrated on building heavy industry at the 
expense of consumer goods, it is arguable that the U.S.S.R. would 

2S. I. Berlin, loc. cit. 

23. But see the denial of any separation of means from ends in Howard 
Selsam, Socialism and Ethics, New York, 1943. pp< 309ff. 
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have been completely overrun by the Nazis. Many people in the 
West did, in fact, give an ex post facto justification of Stalin’s meth¬ 
ods on just those lines during World War II. It was along similar 
lines that observers such as the Webbs could write off the worst 
aspects of the Stalinist regime as merely ‘temporary misery.’ ** 

We may thus explain the principle of communist behavior; we 
may trace its origin to the conspiratorial and terroristic tactics of 
an illegal party; we may notice that the same principle is common 
to all fanatics; we may even take note of all the special historical 
factors which make it easy to see why the Russian leaders today 
behave as they do. To explain is not to condone. If we are to retain 
any moral sanity at all we can only condemn the principle and 
the communist practice that is based upon it. We must go even 
farther, and condemn every trace of the same doctrine whenever 
we see it being espoused and practiced in the democracies. 

IV 

We have now to ask the question: what is the relation of Marx¬ 
ism to religion, and more particularly to Christianity? To many 
people this may be the most important question of all, and even 
for those who are not especially religious or Marxist, it is one 
worth exploring. 

As to the hostility of Marxists to all religions there can be no 
doubt, and since Marxism is primarily of the Western world, that 
hostility has been directed mainly toward Christianity. The anti- 
religious tradition began with Marx and Engels and has been 
faithfully carried on by ail communist leaders inside and outside 
the U.S.S.R., as well as by the rank and file of party members. To 
some extent it is merely an anti-clerical polemic, based on the accu¬ 
sation that the churches have usually been on the side of the ruling 
class. We may sympathize with the anti-clerical protest while re¬ 
gretting that the baby should have been tossed out along with the 
holy water. 

But this is hardly to scratch the surface of the question, since 
Marx and his followers have gone much farther than to censure 

24. S. and B. Webb, Soviet Communism: A New Civilization?, London, 1955, 
II, p. 601. 
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the churches for their class alignment. Marx himself had sloughed 
off all religious belief while he was still a student, long before he 
had formulated his social philosophy. In the preface to his doctoral 
dissertation he had brashly announced his ‘detestation of all the 
gods.' Besides regarding all religion as ‘the opium of the people,' 
he enunciated the propositions that ‘the criticism of religion is the 
basis of all criticism,' and ‘man makes religion, religion does not 
make man.* 20 Even this does not altogether dispose of our ques¬ 
tion, because an infidel may well propound scientific or social 
theories to which true believers may subscribe. A more searching 
query is therefore: is the Marxist philosophy essentially irrecon¬ 
cilable with religion? Or simply, can a man be a communist and a 
Christian at the same time? 

Consider first of all the Marxist theory of the origin of religion, 
formulated most clearly by Engels and repeated by Lenin. It is 
a theory of religion in general; there is scarcely any special account 
of Christianity in Marxism. The view, quite briefly, is that reli¬ 
gion arose as a means of placating the mysterious and hostile forces 
of nature. ‘The first gods arose through the personification of the 
natural forces of nature,' i.e. religion originated in fear, and was 
at first a form of animism, a kind of pre-scientific account of natu¬ 
ral phenomena. As man came to understand nature, and brought 
natural forces under control, religion has been continued as a 
means of placating the equally mysterious and harmful social 
forces. Engels put it most plainly: 

All religion however is nothing but the fantastic reflection in 
men's minds of those external forces which control their daily 
life ... In the beginnings of history it was forces of Nature 
that were at first so reflected . . . later, social forces began to 
be active.2« 

A modern Marxist suggests that the belief in immortality is also 
a social problem, originating in insecurity, which will disappear 
as man controls nature and lives in harmony with his fellows.*^ 

We must remember that all theories about the origin of primi- 

25. Selected Essays, p. 11. 

26. Anti-Duhring, Handbook, pp. 299-300. 

27. Edel, in Philosophy for the Future, p. 4 * 4 * 
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tive religions are little more than speculation. A more important 
criticism is that to place the origin of religion in fear of nature 
is on the whole contradictory to Marx’s main theory that all the 
elements in the superstructure of society, religion included, are 
determined by the modes or methods of production. In any case, 
the objections to this strict determinate relationship make it un¬ 
tenable. A religion may continue regardless of how the modes of 
production change, so that Christianity has thus flourished in all 
three of the Marxist historical categories of slavery, feudalism, and 
capitalism; while, alternatively, under any given method of pro¬ 
duction many religions may be found, as in the Roman Empire 
or the United States. 

Further, to explain the continuation of religion by the need 
to placate social forces is not altogether consistent with the account 
of religion as a rationalization of ruling-class interest. Christi¬ 
anity, like many other religions, began not in a ruling class but 
among the poor and lowly, and was probably practiced most seri¬ 
ously when it was confined chiefly to them, as it was for the first 
hundred years of its history. 

The Marxist theory of religion, like Marxist ethics, is in fact 
neither fully thought out nor consistent, so that little purpose 
would be served by criticizing it in detail. The essence of the Marx¬ 
ist attack upon religion and morality was that they seemed to jus¬ 
tify the existing social and economic order. As Marx observed: 

The social principles of Christianity have had eighteen hun¬ 
dred years in which to develop . . . [they] justified slavery 
in the classical world and they glorified medieval serfdom, 
and if necessary they are quite willing to defend the oppres¬ 
sion of the proletariat . . . The social principles of Christi¬ 
anity transfer the reparation of all infamies to the realms of 
heaven and thus justify the perpetuation of these infamies on 
earth.2* 

Religion, to the Marxist, is thus a refuge for the ignorant and 
the weak, a method of escape from reality, a promise of ‘pie in the 
sky.* The ruling class throughout history merely uses religion to 
safeguard its privileged position. The clerics know which side their 
s8. Cited in Mehring, op. cit. p. 131. 
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bread is buttered on, and throw the halo of sanctity around class 
privileges, preach submission to one's betters and contentment 
with one’s humble lot; and since the exploited are generally 
foolish enough to believe them, the churches become a milder and 
less expensive method of keeping the proletariat in order than a 
police force. The Bible is used, in Kingsley’s phrase, as ‘a con¬ 
stable’s handbook*; and Christianity becomes what Sorel savagely 
called the ‘morality of mendicants.’ 

History does indeed furnish examples of this kind of clerical 
behavior — after all, churchmen, like everyone else, are not above 
opportunism — and of the quieting social effect of other-worldly 
religion. Methodism in the eighteenth century, like the Salvation 
Army in this century, no doubt did siphon off much social unrest. 
With something like this in mind, Cobbett called Methodists ‘the 
bitterest foes of freedom in England.* But the whole view is one¬ 
sided. To take only one example on the other side: non-conformity 
in England contributed greatly to trade unionism, co-operatives. 
Chartism, and working-class education, as did Christian Socialism 
within the Anglican fold. An interesting by-product of this may 
be observed in England: the association of religion with working- 
class movements prevented working-class hostility to religion, and 
was and is an obstacle to the spread of Marxism in the Labour 
movement. 

Although in general Marx ignored the long tradition of social 
criticism within church and sect, he made an incidental reference 
thereto of some interest. He did admit that small sects might oc¬ 
casionally oppose the existing order (although not by force) and 
genuinely try to revive the ancient notions of real brotherhood. 
The point is not reconcilable with his main theory and seems as 
though it might open the door to an admission that religion, in 
itself, need not be opium. It is also not clear from Marx’s account 
of religion whether a different kind of economic organization, 
based, say, on public ownership, might not in the future throw up 
a religion of its own, rooted in other soil than economic insecurity 
and class rule, and of value in the same way that classless morality 
would be intrinsically ‘good.’ 

Marxists believe that their social theory rests upon the philo¬ 
sophic foundation of dialectical materialism. We may then ask: is 
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dialectical materialism incompatible with religion? Now, all vari¬ 
eties of materialism and philosophic idealism are essentially noth¬ 
ing more than descriptions of the physical universe. For that 
reason, as Susan Stebbing said, they are equally foolish when ex¬ 
tended into philosophies to cover all of life. In so far as they go 
beyond description, and they usually do, they must rest upon phil¬ 
osophic arguments and ultimately upon assumptions that are 
unverifiable. The assumptions, and denials, of all materialist phi¬ 
losophies normally have no room in them for a spiritual view of 
the universe, and this is also true of dialectical materialism. 

Marx himself, with some inconsistency, often made allowance 
for the free play of mind. If Marxist materialism is regarded as 
common-sense realism and nothing more, then strictly speaking 
this, if taken with Marx's dualism, might allow room for the ac¬ 
tive mind, or 'spirit.* But the point is theoretical only and Marxists 
do not allow the spiritual to slip in through that crack. To the 
orthodox Marxist religion is not only a reactionary ideology, but 
all religious presuppositions are nonsense. He is constrained to 
believe that there are only two possible philosophies, idealism and 
materialism; that they are opposed and that materialism is fun¬ 
damentally anti-religious. As he sees it, dialectical materialism has 
no room for the supernatural; and it is impossible to see how such 
a view could be made compatible with most religious outlooks 
and certainly not with Christianity. 

The same conclusion emerges if we examine the Marxist atti¬ 
tude toward science. Some scientists — Eddington, for example — 
have believed that science confirms theology, but Marx and Eng¬ 
els apparently thought that science had made God unnecessary. 
As Engels put it; 'in the evolutionary conception of the universe, 
there is absolutely no room for either a creator or a ruler.* ** Mod¬ 
ern Russia, as Edouard Herriot said, 'has bestowed on science ail 
the authority of which it deprived religion,* and religion is re¬ 
garded as an enemy of science as well as of dialectical materialism. 
The Russian attitude expresses a faith in the ability of science and 
technology to raise production and the standard of living. But 
whether it is based on science or on dialectical materialism (the 
two are usually said to be synonymous) the Russians take their 

sg. Selected Works, 1942, 1, p. 399. 
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philosophy to be fundamentally and totally an enemy of all re¬ 
ligion. Hence the strong Soviet campaigns against ‘religiosity' or 
‘religious prejudices' in schools and elsewhere, although they some¬ 
times try not to humiliate and antagonize religious supporters of 
the regime.®® The incompatibility of religion and Marxism may 
also be easily deduced from an examination of the Marxist doc¬ 
trine of truth and morals as class-determined and always partisan. 
The denial of the very existence of contemplative knowledge may 
likewise be put among the elements in the Marxist system which 
cannot be reconciled with religion. 

One may, however, separate the Marxist social theory from dia¬ 
lectical materialism, as suggested in (Chapter 2, and be a Marxist 
of sorts. Only by making this kind of distinction is it possible to 
explain how some Western Christians can accept both the Marxist 
social analysis and Christian doctrine. 

What of the social theory itself, the historical materialism — 
which is after all the heart of Marxism — is this incompatible with 
Christianity? Marx's main point here is his law of dialectical eco¬ 
nomic necessity by which history moves ineluctably toward the 
revolution. We may ignore for the moment the precise mechanism 
of this process, the sharpening of the class conflict, and so on. Does 
this law of necessity deny the Christian doctrine of man's free will? 
It seems to me that it does, for the Marxist holds that there is 
really nothing man can do about the inevitable movement of 
events except to help it along slightly. The Christian must surely 
hold that the future is open and indeterminate for two reasons: 
because it could be whatever man chooses to make it (man having 
free will), and because there is no telling at what point God may 
intervene. 

The Christian could no doubt subscribe to a kind of statistical 
law of probability which made man in the mass predictable, on 
the basis of experience, but which allowed that individuals could 
make a free choice, and that some of them do. Marxists not only 
admit that some members of the bourgeoisie may desert their class 
to join the proletariat, but also make ample provision for ‘traitors' 
and ‘betrayers* within the Marxist movement. Similarly, it is no 

30. Anti-Religious Propaganda in Russian Schools, Soviet Studies, April 
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denial of free will to be able to predict the number of murders 
or marriages in the United States in any one year with a high 
degree of accuracy. But the flaw in this argument is that statistical 
probability is not Marxism. (See also pp. ho, 215.) 

The main conclusion thus stands: both dialectical materialism 
and the Marxist social theories, or ‘iron laws* of history, are at 
variance with the basic beliefs of Christianity, or indeed with any 
spiritual view of the universe. If Marxism is toned down, and re¬ 
garded only as a set of partial and sometimes enlightening social 
truths, then of course it is perfectly reconcilable with Christianity. 
But that is another matter, and again such residual elements of 
truth could scarcely be called Marxism. 

The goal of the classless society toward which the Marxist be¬ 
lieves that history is moving is not in itself something of which 
most religions need disapprove. Christianity could certainly adapt 
itself to a classless society founded on public ownership, possibly 
more wholeheartedly and with a less uneasy conscience than it has 
adapted itself to other economic arrangements throughout his¬ 
tory. There are in Marxism, however, some implications on this 
point which the Christian must reject. He must deplore the simple 
optimism which sees so easy and Utopian a solution of man's prob¬ 
lem; he must protest that nothing so simple as a change from 
private to public ownership will transform man from a sinner to a 
saint. Public ownership is not the same as Divine Grace, and even 
Divine Grace has a hard time transforming most people. The class¬ 
less society may be good, but it is not the sole good and the Chris¬ 
tian will not mistake it for the Kingdom of Heaven. He will see 
that not only must it fail to solve many of the problems of man’s 
relationship to man, especially all those outside of working rela¬ 
tionships, but also that it has nothing to say on something even 
more important: man’s relationship to God. The Christian ob¬ 
jections on the whole introduce a tonic air of realism into the 
fanaticism which sees the classless society as the be-all and the 
end-all of present efforts. Nevertheless many Christians are not 
neutral on social and political issues, but feel obliged to work for 
a better social order, so that communist and Christian are, or 
could be, in agreement about some social ends while differing 
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widely on the meaning of those ends, and still more on the means 
to attain them. 

At this point a few subsidiary questions should be mentioned: 
the first concerning violence. As we have seen, Marx did not ideal¬ 
ize violence as such; his error may be called rather an error of 
judgment. Believing that the bourgeoisie would not yield their 
class position without armed resistance, he naturally believed also 
that overthrow by violence would be necessary, and this is now a 
prime article of the communist creed. The Christian will deplore 
the use of violence, but still he must make up his mind where 
he will stand should violent revolution or counter-revolution 
break out, just as he has always had to decide what his position on 
war should be. And violence is quite likely to break out in many 
parts of the non-democratic world before any substantial social 
reforms can be made. No church takes the perfectionist view of the 
Quaker and the absolute pacifist and condemns all war as wholly 
wrong. The theologian is quite familiar with the doctrine of the 
just war, although the usefulness of this medieval doctrine may be 
doubted in view of the fact that Christians are usually found on 
both sides in any war. 

It is not then on the use of violence per se that the Christian 
and the communist part company, but rather on the advocacy of 
violence and the preaching of its necessity. This consideration at 
one time led J. Middleton Murry to argue that violence was the 
only issue betwwn Christianity and communism.^i Should the 
violence of civil war ever break out, the Christian and the com¬ 
munist may chance to be on the same side, as they w^ere in World 
War II, but whereas to the communist his side will appear entirely 
and absolutely right, the Christian will always regard his choice 
as the lesser of two evils in an imperfect world, will cherish a real 
concern for his opponents, and will be ready to forgive them. He 
will not see them as class types but as individuals with immortal 
souls — something that is foreign to the communist outlook. And 
where social changes are at all feasible by constitutional methods 
— i.e. in the democracies — the Christian will reject the use of 
violence as an unnecessary evil. 

31. J. Middleton Murry, et al., Marxism, London, 1935, p. 6. 
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Similar conclusions apply to the Marxist doctrine of class strug¬ 
gle. Class hatred ought, strictly speaking, to have no place in a 
hypothesis as scientific as Marxism pretends to be. The capitalist 
is as much a creature of the underlying economic forces as the 
proletarian, exploitation is the nature of capitalism, and praise 
and blame are out of place. We do not call cats immoral because 
they prey on mice: it is their non-moial nature. This is all very 
well in the abstract, but in practice communists invariably pass 
harsh moral judgments upon the motives and behavior of capital¬ 
ists, and actively foment class hatred as an integral part of class 
warfare. Without ignoring the reality of class conflict — one of 
many group conflicts in society — the Christian will take care not 
to encourage hatred, even class hatred. More in sorrow than in 
anger will he play his part in the struggle for social justice. No 
doubt this is a difficult ideal, and the Christian does not always 
succeed in living up to it, but it ought not to discourage him be¬ 
cause he is forever carrying on within his own breast a struggle 
of equal difficulty against his own sinful desires. Even in his op 
position to communism, the Christian will resist the temptation 
to foster hatred of communists as persons. 

One often hears it stated that communism is a Christian heresy. 
An examination of what this may mean should throw further light 
on our main question whether a Christian can be a communist. 
Marxism, like Christianity and Judaism, is firmly grounded in his¬ 
tory, in time and place, and not in the eternal and changeless 
world of Platonic forms. The Marxist view of history thus unques¬ 
tionably bears a likeness to a Christian view of the age-old struggle 
of good and evil, with God's purpose working itself out. 

But the resemblance is superficial, and from the Christian stand¬ 
point there are several objections to the Marxist view of history: 
(a) It is hard to see how economic forces working themselves out 
even when man is unaware of them could be identified with the 
will of God. There is no reason, for instance, why the Christian, 
or anyone else, should not on occasion set himself against a social 
trend or a so-called historical 'necessity' if it seems to him morally 
wrong, (b) The Kingdom of God, in one sense, is here and now, 
as well as in the future. (Perhaps the Marxist millennium has more 
affinity with the Hebraic future, which seems to envisage a future 
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Kingdom on earth with no personal immortality.) (c) The Chris¬ 
tian view, at least the more usual view, is that the Kingdom also 
transcends death, and after the Second Coming ordinary history 
comes to an end. The Christian finds complete redemption for 
mankind not in history but beyond it. 

Marxism differs from these Christian beliefs in seeing the great 
struggles as over once and for all in the near future with the estab¬ 
lishment of the classless society. The Christian has no guarantee 
of victory on earth for the right cause, and certainly not in the 
short run. And, as we have noted, he cannot fail to see that human 
nature is not ‘redeemable,* though it may be improved, by social 
reforms. Redemption on earth, and by man's own efforts or those 
of impersonal economic forces, is so far removed from Christian 
doctrine as hardly to be called heresy at all. The gulf between the 
two doctrines may become more clearly recognized in our gener¬ 
ation if, in face of the threat to all mankind from atomic warfare, 
the Christian is driven back to his last line of defense: salvation 
of his soul and a future life. 

I'he ‘heresy* of communism, however, usually means nothing 
so abstruse as the foregoing but simply the passion of the com¬ 
munist for social justice — to the neglect of his soul. Christianity 
is chiefly a gospel of personal salvation and personal ethics, with 
little to say on social problems. There is of course a doctrine of 
personal obligation and good will, and although this may give a 
helpful spirit of approach to social problems, and one not to be 
underrated, it is clearly not enough. Intellectual analysis and ob¬ 
jective investigations are indispensable in attacking social prob¬ 
lems. Good intentions cannot substitute for knowledge, since the 
harm done by well-meaning but ignorant people is notorious. 
Love for one's children is, in itself, not a sufficient guide on the 
subject of their upbringing. 

Now, it is partly the Mancist criticism of existing society that 
has led the churches to re-examine their attitude toward society. 
Marxism has emphasized social justice and the social nature of 
man, the ubiquity of class interest, the equality of races, and 
internationalism. All these have given it a hearing, and the Chris¬ 
tian has been compelled to take stock of the social implications of 
his faith on these great questions and has found himself in agree- 
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ment with a substantial portion of the Marxist critique. He has 
come to realize the material and expensive basis of culture and 
virtue for the masses. Such realization has prevented an other¬ 
worldly absorption and an overemphasis on spiritual values to the 
neglect of the more lowly human virtues. 

The agreement of Christian and Marxist has taken many precise 
forms besides those mentioned. Both reject skepticism and the 
Freudian and other purely psychological explanations of man. 
Both are repelled by the treatment of labor merely as a commodity, 
the Marxist theory of value being near in spirit to the medieval 
doctrine of the just wage — which may be one reason why some 
Roman Catholic intellectuals admire both Marx and Aquinas. 
(The compliment is not returned by Marxists, however.) Chris¬ 
tian and Marxist unite also in being repelled by the premium so¬ 
ciety puts upon acquisitiveness, inequalities, and irresponsible 
economic power; by the competitive struggle of man against man, 
and the sordid commercialism of standards. That is to say, both 
fall back upon moral judgments of the economic system, the 
Marxist implicitly, while usually denying that he does so, and the 
Christian explicitly, because he sees the many points at which 
contemporary society conflicts with Christian values. 

The wide recognition that there is no specifically Christian eco¬ 
nomic system, that Christianity is certainly not to be identified 
with nineteenth-century economic arrangements, is of recent 
growth in the Western world, and owes something, though not 
everything, to the influence of Marxism. The churches are more 
and more critical of many features of capitalist society, and the 
church is rare which cannot point to its outstanding Christian 
socialists, its labor and co-operative programs, or at the very least 
to resolutions passed at church assemblies affirming the need of 
justice and the sense of community in the social order. (In recent 
years, however, there seems to have been among Christian philoso¬ 
phers a reaction against the 'social gospel'; a return to more austere 
doctrine with new emphasis on man’s innate sinfulness, and conse¬ 
quently more despair about man’s efforts to solve any of his great 
problems.) 

Although Marxism contains some ideas with which Christianity 
can agree, it is fairly clear why the two must part company. The 
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Marxist has elevated the passion for social justice into the whole 
truth, and this prevents him from seeing it in true perspective. To 
the Christian, social justice may be important but it is only one 
aspect of the good life. To Marx man is only a social animal, to the 
Christian he is that and more besides, and it is the ‘more besides' 
which Marx not only ignores but also denies. Man is more than 
a child of the methods of production, he is also made in the image 
of God: a proposition that is quite foreign to Marxism. 

If what is said above is true, how are we to explain those Chris¬ 
tians who call themselves Marxists? Consider first the Christians 
outside the Soviet Union, who embrace Marxism as a matter of 
choice, not of compulsion. These would seem to be all cast more 
or less in the mold of the Dean of Canterbury, who, with naive 
enthusiasm, has adopted just as much of Marxism as is compatible 
with his Christianity. (He had earlier embraced Social Credit as 
the practical expression of Christianity.) They are Marxists> who 
would not long be persona grata if they lived behind the Iron 
Curtain. They are essentially extremes of the long Christian So¬ 
cialist tradition. J. Middleton Murry in his early days was also a 
good example of this kind, when he argued that communism was 
necessary to the Christian; and so was John MacMurray, who 
could write that communism in Russia is the ‘nearest approach to 
the realization of the Christian intention.' 

The attitude of the Russian Orthodox Church inside Russia 
may also be easily explained. That church, and perhaps all Eastern 
churches deriving Christianity via Byzantium, has always had an 
other-worldly and more mystical outlook, has been very little given 
to social services, and has tended to take more seriously the view 
that all authority is of God. Therefore providing it has no policy 
on political or social matters, the Orthodox Church is perfectly 
capable of coming to a more or less harmonious modus vivendi 
with whatever type of State exists. The traditions of linking 
church and state, and of church support for the social order, are 
strong in Russia. It should hardly be a matter for great surprise 
that a church which could prosper greatly under the Czars and 
throw the mantle of sanctity over their rule should come to terms 
with another despotism which, although more despotic and all- 

32. J. MacMurray, The Clue to History, London, 1938, p. 206. 
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embracing, yet does at least profess to have a worthy end in view. 

It would be a miracle if tliere were no anti-clericalism in Russia 
after the revolution and it is worth remembering that not the 
Bolsheviks but the Kerensky government broke the church’s power 
by disestablishment and by separating the schools from church 
control. (The Bolsheviks of course went much farther.) The Rus¬ 
sian church for its own purposes has made its peace with the 
Kremlin, more especially since 1941, and there are signs that it is 
reaping some advantages from this agreement, as the Kremlin in 
its turn tolerates and recognizes the usefulness of the church as 
an ally. The church in Russia is of course seriously circumscribed 
in its activities. For a long time freedom of worship only was 
grudgingly permitted, while evangelism and freedom of instruc¬ 
tion in religion w^ere not allowed. The strong propaganda cam¬ 
paign against the church and all religious ideas seems now to be 
less marked. Young people may now be taught religion, though 
not so freely as in most Western countries; clergy may be trained, 
some religious publications issued, and some welfare services ren¬ 
dered. Other churches than the Orthodox — for example, the 
Armenian and the Baptist — also exist but seem to be discrimi¬ 
nated against.®* 

One should not be too cynical about the policy of rapproche¬ 
ment of the Russian church. It is at least something that the people 
in Russia are able to see an institution which predates communism 
and which, with the family, is the only social institution not com¬ 
pletely assimilated by the state; and which serves, however weakly, 
as a center of loyalty that may be different from loyalty to the state. 
So long as men believe in another and higher power than the state, 
so long as they have access to ideas that are basically anti-Marxist, 
there is always the possibility that this will lead to criticism of the 
state and of Marxism. 

The case of ‘non-established’ Christian churches in communist 
countries is somewhat different. At most they can live only in 
uneasy sufferance under communist governments, and their mem¬ 
bers may sometimes feel obliged to resist, as they did in Nazi 

33. 1. B. Barron and H. M. Waddonis, Communism and the Churches, A 
Documentation, Lx)ndon, 1950; Waldemar Giirian (ed.), The Soviet Union, 
Background, Ideology, Reality, A Symposium, Notre Dame, 1951, pp. 153-94. 
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Germany. In countries without a communist government, the 
churches may well conceive it to be their duty to point out just 
how and why Christian principles are at odds with communist 
theory and practice. It is no part of their duty, however, to insti¬ 
gate an international war in defense of the faith. 

Some churches are better equipped than others to carry con¬ 
viction to the peoples of the world in the struggle against commu¬ 
nism. Charges of party dictatorship do not ring wholly true when 
brought by churches which themselves are authoritarian; nor is the 
appeal to liberty more than a hollow sound if a church approves 
non-communist dictatorships solely because they have left it alone 
in its privileged position. Above all, a church that is not willing 
to adopt an attitude of helpfulness toward social reform, and to 
trust itself bravely to the masses rather than to the ‘classes* for its 
support, cannot hope to fight communism successfully. A good 
way to insure the victory of communism, and with it the victory 
of anti-religion, is for the churches to sit tight on privilege and 
refuse to countenance social and economic change. But if they 
carry out their mission in the spirit of their founder, the Christian 
churches can be a bulwark against tyranny, communist or any 
other kind. 



Two cheers for Democracy: One because it ad¬ 
mits variety and two because it permits criticism. 
Two cheers are quite enough; there is no occasion 
to give three. Only Lotte the Beloved Republic 
deserves that. 

E. M. Forstkr.J 
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Democracy and Marxism 


I 

The preceding chapters have offered a survey and assessment of 
Marxism, omitting only Marx s economics, which, owing to its 
instrumental character, is not essential to the understanding of 
his main theories. To carry out a survey and assessment of Marx¬ 
ism is tedious but not intrinsically difficult. The wwks of Marx 
and Engels, of Lenin and vStalin, contain the authoritative exposi¬ 
tion, and if these are examined with care and perseverance the 
framework of communist theory can be discerned and laid bare 
for critical analysis. 

It is, however, much harder to give an account of the theory of 
democracy, since there are no authoritative books, no agreed in¬ 
terpreters whose word is law. Democracy is a word that may be, 
and usually is, used in a number of ways, until it has almost come 
to mean all things to all people. Being one of the prestige words, 
democracy is often a kind of label put onto whatever cause people 
happen to favor. 

The oldest usage of the word democracy, which comes to us from 
ancient Athens, has a political reference. Democracy is a form of 

I. E. M. Forster, Two Cheers for Democracy, l.on(lon, 1951. p. 79. 
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government or political system in which, as we say, ‘sovereignty’ 
rests with the people. Democracy is also increasingly used in the 
modern world in a second way, with an economic and social refer¬ 
ence. Here the emphasis is not on political method but on the 
substantive content, in particular upon social justice, economic 
security, lack of special privileges, and the like. Democracy is also 
coming to be used in a third and wider sense, being spoken of as 
an attitude or disposition or way of life. On this usage one may 
speak of a democratic personality or family or university, in con¬ 
trast to an authoritarian person or institution. 

All ol these meanings or usages are in common currency today, 
and to that extent all are justified. Nothing but confusion can re¬ 
sult, however, unless we first specify which usage we are following 
when we engage in a discussion of democracy. 

The first of the three usages is primary in time, being at least as 
old as the Greeks, and is also basic in the sense that the other 
meanings have been derived from it. Following this usage we may 
look upon democracy as a political system having certain special 
features which mark it off from other political systems. By general 
agreement (outside the communist world) a democracy is a po¬ 
litical system in which representatives are freely elected on a basis 
of adult suffrage; by freely elected we mean that there exists the 
usual range of political liberties (including speech, press, assembly, 
and organization) which make the elections meaningful by giving 
the electorate a free choice among candidates and parties; the 
representatives in their turn enact the laws and decide the policies 
for the time being, and when they are divided in their opinions 
the decision normally goes by majority vote. In these terms, 
democracy as a unique political system may be defined in one 
pro|>osition: the ability of a people to choose and dismiss a gov¬ 
ernment. To call anything else political democracy is only to 
abuse words. However, such a political system is by no means as 
simple as it sounds, and its implications could be explored in 
great detail, a task which would be out of place here. 

Corresponding to democracy as a political system, there is also 
an elaborate theory to explain the operation of the system and 
to justify it. In the same way, Marxism stands for a theory or 
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set of theories — as examined earlier in this book — while the 
system which embodies the theory is that of the Soviet Union 
and other communist countries, and the communist movement 
throughout the world. 

The question we now come to is this: how is Marxism relatec! 
to democracy? Since the question is a complex one, it must be 
broken down into several parts in order that intelligent answers 
may be derived. There is first the question whether Marxist theory 
(and practice) are incompatible with the theory (and practice) of 
democracy, and if so in what respects. Secondly, there is the more 
practical question of what attitude a democratic government 
should adopt toward communism and toward the Communist 
Party. And finally there is the relation of the democracies to the 
Soviet Union. 

To answer the first question, the different parts of the Marxist 
system of thought must be separated. To begin with, consider dia¬ 
lectical materialism, which is said to provide the philosophical 
foundation of Marxism. In Chapter 2 it was pointed out that the 
function of dialectical materialism in the Marxist system is to give 
plausibility to the idea that the physical universe and history move 
by identical laws, unaffected by the motives or intentions of man; 
and so to lend an air of science to Marx’s historical analysis. But it 
is pseudo-science, since the laws of natural science cannot be trans¬ 
lated directly into social terms. It is also quite possible to separate 
metaphysics from any particular social theory, so that in a sense 
dialectical materialism is irrelevant to the Marxist historical and 
social analysis. If this is true, as it seems to be, then dialectical ma¬ 
terialism is no less irrelevant to the theory of democracy. 

In Chapter 2 we went even beyond those conclusions, and sug¬ 
gested that dialectical materialism is not so much false as non¬ 
sensical, chiefly because of its use of the dialectic. Dialectical ma¬ 
terialism, of itself, therefore bears no more relation to democracy 
than does any nonsense theory. It is only significant inasmuch as 
it is held by Marxists as part and parcel of the more important 
social theories. The relation of dialectical materialism to democ¬ 
racy will thus not be considered further. 

When the more specific social theories of Marxism are con¬ 
sidered it becomes plain that not only are they hostile to the pre¬ 
suppositions of democracy, but they also make it difficult to work 
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the democratic political method successfully. Let us take some 
examples. 

Marxism as a grand-scale philosophy of history has obvious anti¬ 
democratic implications. The theory of an inevitable law of his¬ 
tory, a dialectical economic process to which mankind can only 
conform, is stultifying to a free society. Democracy involves a faith 
in a future which is open and which can be, in time, what man 
chooses to make it, whereas Marxism casts the immediate future 
in an iron mold. So far as the Marxist philosophy of history is be¬ 
lieved, even though it is false, to that extent it tends to weaken the 
will to democracy, encourages a fatalistic submission to com¬ 
munist movements, and postpones freedom of choice for man¬ 
kind until the far future and the arrival of the classless society. 
Anyone who really believes in the inevitable victory of com¬ 
munism is lost as a democrat. 

But the big guns of the Marxist attack are aimed more directly 
against democracy. It will be recalled from Chapter 5 that Marxist 
political theory describes the state as a class state, a mere instru¬ 
ment of exploitation in the hands of the bourgeoisie. Legal and 
political systems are called forceful instruments of class rule, with 
the moral code cunningly devised to operate by persuasion to serve 
the same class interests. 

Democracy is thus regarded by Marxists as a sham, because, 
despite all the fine talk about equality before the law, the common 
good, and freedom for all, it gives the substance of freedom to the 
rulers but only ‘formal* freedom to the proletariat. The workers 
are only ‘formally* free and equal, because of their economically 
exploited position, as shown by their low wages, poverty, insecurity, 
and their inability to do more than vote every few years for a 
‘choice of masters.’ ‘The political business of the worker just con¬ 
sists in paying taxes.’ Or in Lenin's words; ‘To decide once every 
few years which member of the ruling class is to repress and oppress 
the people through Parliament — this is the real essence of bour¬ 
geois Parliamentarianism.’ The liberal state is a ‘paradise for the 
rich, a snare and deception for the poor,’ the freedom it gives is 
like the ‘freedom for the slave owners’ in ancient Greece.* 


s. State and Revolution, pp. 186, *18. Towards the Seizure of Power, i, pp. 
18911. Revolutionary Lessons, p. 76. 
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The capitalists control the economic power, and in turn control 
the state in their own interest. They also control the press and 
all organs of propaganda, and so being able to manufacture public 
opinion as they w'ish they control elections and can afford to allow 
‘free’ speech and voting as harmless toys with which the deluded 
proletariat may amuse themselves. Behind the scenes ‘the stock 
exchange and the banks rule.’ From those premises the Marxist 
conclusion follows: that ‘real’ liberty is impossible under capitalism 
and the only way it can be achieved is by the overthrow of capi¬ 
talism and of bourgeois democracy. No other article in the Marxist 
creed is held with greater tenacity. 

Sometimes, however, a slightly different case is presented, as a 
concession to the existence of a substantial portion of political 
democracy: although some political liberties may be exercised by 
the workers, it is not really very important; what matters is eco¬ 
nomic liberty, which is denied to the proletariat by the facts ol 
capitalist ownership. A poor man, clinging to an uncertain job, 
cannot be free but is always in bondage to his stomach and hence to 
his employer. In any event, the same orthodox conclusion is drawn: 
that only by overthrowing capitalism will the workers achieve 
‘economic democracy’ and the substance of political freedom. 

This, then, is the main line of the Marxist critique of democracy. 
There is no possible way of operating a constitutional democracy 
smoothly if this kind of theory is widely believed by the citizens, 
and Lenin’s advice to communists to get into a parliament in order 
to disrupt it is a natural deduction for anyone who regards bour¬ 
geois democracy as a sham. 

Nevertheless the Marxist critique may usefully be examined. 
Marxists can of course find real instances in all democracies of class 
pressures upon government, and the farther back one goes into his¬ 
tory the more numerous the instances become; naturally so, since 
democracy did not spring full-fledged into being, but has been 
steadily developing through the years. For that reason, too, Marx¬ 
ists are fonder of citing the past, as revealed in the works of Marx 
and Engels, than of making fresh analyses of contemporary society. 

A plausible case for the Marxist critique can very easily be made. 
Who can deny on the one hand the tender solicitude of govern¬ 
ment for business, and on the other, the shorter shrift which labor 
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has so often got as its portion? Who can deny the enormous influ¬ 
ence of money and a monied press in molding public opinion and 
influencing elections and legislatures? Who would feel so confident 
of receiving justice under the law even today if he were destitute? 

Yet even when one has selected all the class elements within the 
democracies — conditions so much better documented by others 
than by Marxists — such a case is slowly but surely becoming obso¬ 
lete. The redeeming feature of the democracies is that they are 
aware of the existing anomalies and are steadily reducing them; so 
that to say with the Marxist that the liberal democratic state of 
today is only a class dictatorship, or that ‘formal* freedom exhausts 
the content of democracy for the mass of the population, is a farci¬ 
cal exaggeration which scarcely calls for refutation. One comment 
suffices. Civil servants are not lackeys of the capitalists, as Lenin 
thought; their increasing number shows how the welfare state is 
growing, not how the bourgeoisie is grinding the faces of the poor. 

One may go deeper with the inquiry. If Marx*s general theory 
is right, and the economic foundation is all-important, can politics 
matter at all? Two conclusions are possible. One is that drawn by 
non-revolutionary socialists such as the Fabians: the political sys¬ 
tem can be consciously and flexibly adapted to changing economic 
conditions, and as long as that is done there need never be a violent 
break with the past. But such a conclusion is distasteful to Marxists 
and instead their conclusion is that under capitalism the chief pur¬ 
pose of the struggle for political power is to strengthen the class 
consciousness of the proletariat. Democratic politics has merely an 
instrumental and temporary function, to enable the proletariat to 
capture the state machinery in order to ‘smash* it. The Marxist 
theory thus reduces democracy to a mere stage before the inevitable 
dictatorship. 

It was of course only too easy in early nineteenth-century Eng¬ 
land to believe in the ineffectual state and the harsh realities and 
power of economic life. The state that Marx analyzed was, in 
truth, grossly class-biased, as was the Russian state against which 
Lenin inveighed. But historically it is political action that has 
come in to redress the balance and to make wealth and economy 
power more and more responsible for public welfare. And every 
partial political control has also enlarged the area of man’s freedom 
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by lessening dependence on purely unplanned and unregulated 
economic forces. It is, among other reasons, just because the con¬ 
scious social controls have increased steadily in number and scope 
since Marx's day that his predictions have proved to be so wide of 
the mark. 

Because he believed so little in the efficacy of political power 
Marx did not anticipate any danger to freedom from a state, even 
a classless ‘state,’ which controlled the economy, and hence it is 
understandable that Marx should have contributed nothing to the 
solution of this great twentieth-century problem. Yet the objection 
to central planning would seem to be greater on political than on 
economic grounds, and this opinion appears to be gathering weight 
among democrats the world over. 

The popular criticism leveled against Marxism is that it tends to 
degenerate into a form of ‘statism.* At first sight the criticism ap¬ 
pears wide of the mark, for the virtue of Marx’s political theory, 
like that of most of the early socialists, is the entire absence from 
it of any glorification of the state. Marx and Engels, motivated by 
their hatred of the bourgeois state, often wrote as though no coer¬ 
cive power of any kind would exist in the classless society, and 
Lenin carried the anarchic trend to its farthest limits in his State 
and Revolution. But unless Marx is to be written off entirely as a 
utopian (which is a legitimate interpretation, based upon his few 
remarks that have any relevance to the classless society), the statism 
is implicit in the requirements of total planning, the monopoly of 
economic and political power in the same hands. Any sense of the 
reality of economic life, and all human experience hitherto, testify 
to the inherent tendency of Marxism to lead to an all-powerful 
state; and the justice of the charge is confirmed by present-day com¬ 
munist regimes. Although Marx and Hegel appear to be poles 
apart in their attitude toward the state, nowadays the Russian fol¬ 
lowers of Marx look upon the Soviet State with a sense of awe that 
even Hegel could have approved. Democracies are properly suspi¬ 
cious of the totalitarian tendencies of Marxist theory and practice. 

But what makes dogmatic Marxism an enemy of contemporary 
democracy is the denial of the autonomy and efficacy of politics 
here and now in any of the liberal democracies. Democracy can be 
stretched to mean many things, but when it ceases to mean that 



DEMOCRACY AND MARXISM 


271 


through political action a free people can shape the policies they 
desire, including the economic policies, then with Marx we must 
lapse into sheer economic determinism. This is only another way 
of saying that the difference between Marxist and democrat is that 
the latter believes it is possible to achieve economic change by 
peaceful political means, but that nothing short of revolution will 
satisfy the Marxist. 

The ‘revisionists* had a keener understanding here than Marx 
and Lenin. Lenin had written that ‘the toiling masses are barred 
from participation in bourgeois parliaments . . .’ The statement 
was nonsense, based upon the working example of no capitalist 
democracy, and in convenient forgetfulness of Engels* observation 
that communists thrived on legal methods. Marx was indignant at 
the Gotha Program, since, although not saying so in as many words, 
it amounted to a rejection of his theory of the class state, and an 
affirmation that the state could be used for the benefit of all classes 
including the workers. The leaders of the Social Democratic party 
in Germany were aware that they could reasonably expect sub¬ 
stantial reforms once the workers were enfranchised. The Social 
Democratic party, it is true, continued to suffer from a split per¬ 
sonality: in practice its program was one of reform, but a section of 
its membership continued to profess adherence to Marxist theory. 
Nevertheless the party remained firmly gradualist and democratic 
in its conduct until the Russian revolution. In the end doctrinaire 
Leninism drove a section of the proletariat (the communist party) 
into open hostility toward democracy, while under the influence of 
revisionist leaders the rest of the workers rallied to the support of 
constitutional government. 

The idea that government is conducted by a ruling class, whose 
interests are always identified with the national interest, was not 
invented by Marx but had been an accepted commonplace long 
before the nineteenth century. Sir Thomas More had defined gov¬ 
ernment as ‘nothing more than a certain conspiracy of rich men 
procuring their own commodities under the name and title of a 
Commonwealth.' James Harrington had taken it for granted (in 
1656) that ‘power follows property.* Even with the rise of modern 
democracies, the idea that political power should follow property 
took a long time a-dying, and for that matter still lingers on at the 
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municipal level of government, in the remnants of property quali¬ 
fications sometimes attached to the vote. But the Marxist accusa¬ 
tion that government is merely another arm of the bourgeoisie or, 
in Lenin's words, ‘the millionaires' national committees called gov¬ 
ernments,' has become a less and less adequate description of demo¬ 
cratic government. 

The one thing which Marxism cannot explain in modern democ¬ 
racies is the hostility of business toward its alleged puppet, the 
state. On ordinary empirical grounds, however, the explanation is 
easy: the enmity arises because the democratic state is used to bene¬ 
fit all classes, to weight the scales in favor of the weak, and to sub¬ 
ject the economy to political direction. 

An incidental point of some importance arises. In one sense, 
those w'ho are nearest in spirit to Marx are not the social democrats, 
Fabians, or Keynesians, who wTsh to use political power to modify 
and improve the going economic system, but the laissez-faire 
economists and their spiritual descendants of the present day. 
There is little difference on this point between Marx and, let us 
say, Professor Hayek.® They unite in their deification of economic 
power and their belief in the futility of political action to build a 
free and just society. Marx and Hayek would, of course, give quite 
different reasons for their distrust of the state — Hayek the im¬ 
possibility of improving upon ‘consumers' sovereignty,' and the 
dangers to freedom from economic planning; and Marx the useless¬ 
ness of expecting political action to make any real improvements 
on behalf of the mass of the people so long as private ownership 
prevails. Both hold fast to an economic determinist view of the 
state. 


II 

To Marx, the economic forces worked themselves out through 
the class struggle. Now, as shown in Chapter 4, the sharpening of 
the class struggle and the increasing impoverishment which Marx 
expected have not in fact come about, and there is consequently 
no sign that the capitalist democracies will ever pass through the 
period of revolution predicted by Marx. It may be worth digressing 
briefly, to sketch a picture of present-day economic society which is 
more realistic than the Marxist abstract dichotomy of classes. 

3. F. von Hayek, The Road to Serfdom, Chicago, 1944. 
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Perhaps the great depression during the 1930's was the period 
when, if ever, the danger of proletarian revolution was most to be 
apprehended, yet nowhere did the revolution occur. In Britain the 
number of votes cast for the communist party remained negligible, 
while in the United States the communist vote actually declined. 
If there is such a thing as a concensus, it is that never again will 
depressions be allowed to become really severe. The United States 
and Canada have both officially adopted the Keynesian principles, 
the former in the Employment Act of 1946, and the latter in the 
1945 White Paper on Employment and Income. The specific meas¬ 
ures so far proposed are not likely, in themselves, to avert another 
slump, yet nevertheless once the state has assumed responsibility 
for a high level of employment, income, and prosperity, more than 
half the battle has been won. Citizens will rightly expect their gov¬ 
ernment to take adequate remedial measures, and no democratic 
government will be able to refuse, especially now that the econo¬ 
mists are widely publicizing the view (perhaps a little too confi¬ 
dently) that they know how to avert a serious slump, and how to 
keep on increasing the real income per capita.* Should the eco¬ 
nomic situation require drastic measures, as it may well do, these 
could lead very far indeed away from the kind of capitalist society 
we have had in the past. Lord Keynes himself foresaw that prospect 
and did not dodge it.® 

Marxism is here, again, at sharp odds with democracy, since it 
teaches that the democracies cannot prevent the crises of boom and 
slump. Engels was eloquent on the subject: 

Bourgeois economics can neither prevent crises in general, nor 
protect the individual capitalists from losses, bad debts and 
bankruptcy, nor secure the individual workers against unem¬ 
ployment and destitution. It is still true that man proposes and 
God (that is, the extraneous force of the capitalist mode of 
production) disposes. 

All later Marxists have constantly chanted the same refrain: 
‘. . . capitalist society is always an endless horror.' ® Within the 

4. E.g. Benjamin Higgins, What Do Economists Know?, Melbourne, 1951. 

5. General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money, Ch. 24. 

6. Engels, Anti-Duhring, Handbook, p. 301; Lenin, Selected Works, 1951, 
I. Part a, p. 574. 
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framework of capitalism, crises can never be abolished, but will 
continue to get w^orse and worse, until the final catastrophic col¬ 
lapse. 

As capitalist society changes its character, however — and it is 
changing all the time — many of the worst objections to it tend to 
disappear, in particular those stemming from unemployment and 
gross inequality. ‘Prosperity demoralizes the workers,' as Marx 
noted, and since increasing impoverishment and the ‘industrial re¬ 
serve army' are nowhere in evidence, Marxism loses its trump card. 
Political action then becomes a matter of degree, a little more or 
less of public ownership, social security, or piecemeal planning, in 
the interest of equality and the general welfare. Revolutions are 
not made by this pragmatic approach to the problems of society. 

Since industrial society is nothing if not dynamic and experi¬ 
mental it would be more than remarkable, it would be miraculous, 
if subsequent development had fitted into the iron prognosis 
drawn up by Marx a century ago. (The society which Marx studied 
was moreover largely that of the early nineteenth century; that is, 
many of the Reports and Blue Books w^hich he used referred to the 
past, and not to the second half of the century, when he studied 
and wrote.) The increasing economic influence and the growing 
political influence of the ‘working class,' and of the organized farm¬ 
ers, are two of the outstanding features of the modern world, espe¬ 
cially in the more industrialized countries. And these are not revo¬ 
lutionary groups. As wx know well, one of the best innoculations 
against revolution is a flourishing trade-union movement which 
can see that it is making substantial gains. Marx would no doubt 
take the stand that all these things do not really lead to a change 
of system per se, but that is only a matter of definition. What mat¬ 
ters is that the going economic and social system under which we 
now live, whatever it may be called, is quite unlike the society 
analyzed by Marx and even more unlike the future which he an¬ 
ticipated. 

Today, comparatively few people labor under what Engels de¬ 
scribed as the ‘bourgeois illusion of the eternity and finality of 
capitalist production.' The Amsterdam Council of Churches in 
1948 spoke for the times in its announcement that Christianity is 
not necessarily linked to laissez faire, thus emphasizing the essen- 
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tially transitory nature of all economic systems. Marx's general 
instinct was sure when he pointed out that nineteenth-century 
capitalism was merely a passing phase in world history. Its rise may 
be traced through mercantilism back to the Middle Ages, and its 
transformation, slow at first, has been proceeding at an accelerating 
rate during the present generation. But it is not traveling the route 
of class struggle and revolution mapped out for it by Marx. 

Marx turned to the study of economic history to find the proof 
for his class-struggle theory. The social scientist of today, however, 
turns to society not with a thesis to prove but with a question: are 
the rigidities arising from property relations so serious that indus¬ 
trial society cannot adapt its institutions and ideas to the changing 
modes of production quickly enough to make a peaceful transition 
to the future? In less Marxist language: is the social lag between 
technology on the one hand, and institutions and beliefs on the 
other, capable of being reduced peacefully? 

The question used to be discussed in terms of whether socialism 
can come peacefully or whether it must be by violence: a debate 
which today has a curiously old-fashioned flavor. Conditions have 
passed the controversy by in all advanced capitalist countries, and 
in some of the others as well. (The old debate may be relevant to 
some countries; much depends on the strength and reality of the 
democratic tradition. Naturally there can never be any guarantee 
of peaceful change, especially if, as may well be true, ‘it is the con¬ 
servatives rather than the radicals who produce revolutions.' Un¬ 
fortunately the controversy is being kept alive by Marxists on one 
extreme and by over-zealous conservatives on the other, both 
groups persisting in describing our present order as free enterprise 
or free competition, as though the underlying reality had not 
changed from the laissez faire advocated by Adam Smith. These ex¬ 
treme schools of thought tend to think in stereotypes (although 
different stereotypes) of what may be called ‘the folklore of capital¬ 
ism.* 

The mixed economy we have at present is partly ‘socialized' and 
partly in private hands, partly free and partly controlled. Anyone 


7. Joseph Roucek (ed.). Twentieth Century Political Thought, New York, 
1946, p. 61. 
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who fails to recognize this, and to make it the very basis of his 
analysis, is looking at the world through glasses as opaque as those 
worn by the Marxist. A system and an age are passing away and the 
resulting conflicts in society are being resolved in other ways than 
by means of a sharpening class struggle. Nor is it accurate to de¬ 
scribe present society as socialist, for the kind of society that is 
coming about in the Western democracies is a long way removed 
from socialism as it has traditionally been understood. In Britain 
many an old-time socialist has been disillusioned by the course of 
events, while many a younger conservative finds the changed social 
climate quite congenial. The same process goes on in nearly every 
country regardless of the political party in power, and serves to 
show how free societies can adapt themselves peacefully to meet 
changing conditions. Democracy today is not merely liberalism 
but liberalism with something added, which may be described as 
social welfare and the public interest. 

We are thus justified in saying that whatever kind of economic 
society is evolving (regardless of the label pinned on it) is bound to 
be collectivist to some large degree, and subject to political 
planning in a number of spheres, if it is to be based on modern 
technology with its possibilities of a high standard of living. How 
large the private sector of the economy will remain, and whether 
it will be a free society, preserving and extending the best in our 
heritage, we do not know. But we can keep a free society if enough 
people want it strongly enough. We need not be slaves of tech¬ 
nology or of social trends. 

Ill 

Lenin and Stalin have extended Marx’s theory of the class state 
to justify the existence of only one political party, a system that 
has been established in the U.S.S.R. In doing so they have used 
several arguments. One of these is that only one party is possible, 
‘the Communist Party, which does not share and cannot share the 
guidance of the state with any other party.’ ^ Nor is this merely 

8. Stalin. Leninism, p. 42; Handbook, p. 851. 
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while the revolution is in progress — which would be excusable 
(after all, revolutionists usually tend to treat all opposition as 
treason) — but it. is meant to apply as long as the Soviet state en¬ 
dures; until the never-never land of the classless society and plenty 
is reached, when ‘the Party will die out/ 

That there must be only one party is an assertion, not an argu¬ 
ment. It can hardly be profitably discussed, since there is simply 
no w^ay of proving or disproving it; and in any case the communists 
never try the alternative to see whether it would or would not 
work. There is little use in pointing out that the democratic social¬ 
ist countries disprove the necessity for a one-party state, since the 
stock communist reply consists in a denial that they are socialist at 
all. The British Labour Government (1945-50), for instance, was 
labeled a reactionary capitalist regime — an impression not shared 
by Mr. Churchill or by the North American press. The communist 
annoyance with countries like Britain arises because these coun¬ 
tries (lout the Marxist thesis that capitalism can be transformed 
only by violence. The American annoyance, on the other hand, is 
derived from the businessman’s myth that any overhaul of capital¬ 
ism must be communism. 

But the real communist argument for the single party is a matter 
of Marxist definition. Political parties are regarded merely as repre¬ 
sentative of economic classes and since — when reduced to the 
simplest terms — there are only two classes, the proletariat and the 
bourgeoisie, therefore there are only two real parties: the com¬ 
munist party represents the working class while all other parties 
represent the interests of the bourgeoisie. After the revolution, 
since there will be only one class (more strictly, no class) there will 
then be no need for more than one party. It is a typical piece of 
rigid and deductive Marxist reasoning. 

Following the same line of thought, Lenin used to argue that in 
the democracies there is really only one party (excluding com¬ 
munists where they exist, and they do exist, contrary to Lenin’s 
belief) since there is agreement by all the so-called parties on 
fundamentals. If Lenin were right, then reasoning by analogy we 
could expect a number of parties to appear in the communist prole- 
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tarian state; all of them agreeing on, say, the principle of public 
ownership but differing on such ‘nonessentials’ as the relative pro¬ 
portions of consumer or capital goods to be produced by the Five 
Year Plans. But there are as yet no signs of any such open differ¬ 
ences within the U.S.S.R. (The Nazis, so it is said, predicted that 
ultimately, when all were in agreement, two parties would be 
permitted.) 

The charge that democracies contain only one party divided 
into the ‘ins’ and the ‘outs’ deserves some attention. Others besides 
Marxists have declared that party differences are purely artificial, 
as meaningless as the struggles between the Big Enders and the 
Little Enders in Lilliput. 

In the first place, even if it were true, and party platforms 
scarcely mattered, the existence of a number of parties led by differ¬ 
ent persons engaged in a fight for office would still be of high value. 
If power tends to corrupt — about which there can be little doubt 
— it is wise to shift ‘office holders* from time to time. 

In the second place, the communist charge ignores all party divi¬ 
sions except the economic. Now it was true that before the advent 
of socialist parties the older parties did not challenge the principle 
of private ownership of the means of production. The case is 
usually made, for example, that the Liberals and Conservatives in 
nineteenth-century Britain did not differ on ‘fundamentals,’ in the 
sense that they agreed upon private ownership and enterprise, and 
that the same is true of similar parties today in Canada and the 
United States. Even here, however, doubt arises. It all depends on 
what is regarded as fundamental. These parties feel their differ¬ 
ences to be vital, and would strongly resent being forced into one 
party. And if they feel that way it seems foolish to argue that parties 
do not matter. Once more we see that only by assuming that eco¬ 
nomic differences alone are important can the Marxist case be sus¬ 
tained. But to do that is to beg the whole question. 

A third and more important objection, however, is that democra¬ 
cies do in fact contain parties and other minorities, which do not 
subscribe even to the most fundamental beliefs of the great major¬ 
ity, and the existence of such critical opposition is one of the tests 
of democracy. Parliament may be something of a distorting mirror, 
in reflecting all opinions and group interests in the country, but it 
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is a counsel of despair and cynicism to smash it on that account, 
and to ignore all the other channels by which public opinion in¬ 
fluences legislation. 

A democracy becomes endangered whenever frustrated minori¬ 
ties put their principles before the ‘rules of the game.* That is why, 
in the last analysis, every democratic socialist must, if he is a demo¬ 
crat, put the democratic method before his socialist objectives 
should he ever be placed in the invidious position where he is 
forced to choose between the two. A democracy becomes more 
stable as its op})osing parties approach each other in outlook and 
come to share the moral premises of democracy (or, alternatively, 
as they agree to keep strongly felt differences outside of politics); 
but that is a long way from proving that party differences are of no 
great importance. As a common religious faith is not required by 
different countries before they can agree on international law, 
so uniformity is not retjuired within any particular country before 
it can become democratic. The only concensus that is indispensable 
to the working of the democratic method is the agreement to differ, 
and not to persecute. And it is at this very point that the one-party 
system differs so profoundly from the democracies and creates the 
strong presumption, which is confirmed by all experience, that no 
democracy — in any ordinary non-communist sense of the word — 
is possible without at least two political parties and a wide range of 
civil liberties. 

The special case of socialist and non-socialist governments alter¬ 
nating in pow'er may be mentioned. It hardly seems possible to 
socialize a country under one regime and to ‘de-socialize* it under 
another, although it is not impossible to 'de nationalize* specific 
undertakings. Yet that is to express the general problem in an 
unreal and extreme form, since no democratic socialist government 
has gone very far with a socialist program. All democratic govern¬ 
ments are both socialist and capitalist nowadays, depending on 
one*s yardstick, and the difference is hardly more than a question 
of degree. During the tenure of office of one party the rate of 
socializing is more rapid, while under another there is a period of 
consolidation, not of a complete unscrambling of the eggs. As the 
argument in the preceding section has shown, much of the welfare 
and regulating program is almost forced upon a society based upon 
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specialization, interdependence, and modern technology, and sub¬ 
ject to all the moral pressures engendered in a democracy. 


IV 

Earlier chapters of this book have shown many points at which 
the Marxist theory conflicts with the theory of democracy, but for 
the sake of convenience the chief points may be summarized here. 

The Marxist philosophy of history is in contradiction to the 
democratic theory that a free society has an open future. The Len¬ 
inist theory of imperialism makes impossible almost any trading or 
other economic relations of capitalist democracies with poorer 
parts of the world because it teaches that these relations are in¬ 
variably ‘exploitive.* The Marxist theory of truth teaches the class- 
partisan nature of all ideas, including those of economic theory. 
The ethical theory of Marxism is that whatever serves the interests 
of the proletarian struggle is right — and it easily follows that any 
methods, even the most undemocratic, are justified so long as they 
promote this end. The Marxist theory that economic forces deter¬ 
mine all the other institutions and ideologies of society is at odds 
with the democratic use of political action to build the free and just 
society. 

The Marxist diagnosis of the liberal state as merely the political 
arm of the bourgeoisie, if accepted by large numbers of people, 
tends to hamper the smooth working of constitutional democracy. 
Marxism teaches that the class struggle is everything, that class 
differences are irreconcilable; yet the one thing calculated to de¬ 
stroy democracy is the existence of bitterly hostile class parties that 
put their objectives before tlie maintenance of democracy. 

Marxism teaches that since liberal democracy is a sham, it must 
be overthrown by the class-conscious proletariat (or, in later com¬ 
munist theory, by the party, on behalf of the proletariat); that the 
overthrow can only be by violent revolution (or perhaps today by 
a coup d*etat); and that the communist party will then proceed to 
suppress all other parties and set up a dictatorship instead. Early 
Marxism had presupposed an element of democracy in the *dic- 
tatorship’ phase, but modern communist practice by subordinating 
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the proletarian state to the party has violated every democratic be¬ 
lief in the dignity and moral responsibility of free men. And to 
make matters worse it has done this behind the moral facade of its 
ultimate utopianism. 

Marxism teaches all this as scientific truth, and that those who 
oppose it are class enemies of the proletariat. These are the chief 
issues on which the Marxist social theory conflicts most openly with 
the theory of democracy. They establish the case beyond dispute 
that the two theories are quite irreconcilable. Only on two impor¬ 
tant issues could the Marxist and the democrat find themselves in 
agreement, the first being that of the ultimate goal of the classless 
society of ‘plenty.* But this in turn is so universal an ideal, and so 
remote from realization in any near future, and hence so utopian, 
that it is of no practical importance in helping to bring Marxist 
and democrat into the same camp. 

The second issue arises because in one sense the Marxist professes 
not to be anti-democratic at all, but to be in favor of democracy, 
while asserting that it is impossible under capitalism. A recent 
study of the theoretical foundations of democracy, to which both 
Marxists and non-Marxists contributed, turned up an astonishing 
amount of seeming agreement; 

Probably for the first time in history, ‘democracy* is claimed 

as the proper ideal description of all systems of political and 

economic organization advocated by influential proponents.*’ 

Although one side was talking of ‘proletarian democracy,’ the 
other was talking of Western democracy, whether in its capitalist or 
socialist variety. Yet both sides were also agreeing upon an ideal 
democracy, while disagreeing only on the economic foundation re¬ 
quired to support it. The dispute over the necessary and sufficient 
conditions for democracy could theoretically be settled by an ap¬ 
peal to empirical evidence, but it cannot be so settled as long as the 
Marxist stand is one of definition and dogmatic assertion. In prac¬ 
tice, therefore, it is precisely the doctrinal position which drives the 
Marxist into implacable enmity to capitalist democracy — and 
most of the democracies of the world are still far more capitalist 

9. Democracy in a World of Tensions, UNESCO. Paris. 1951. p. 527. 
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than socialist. The Marxist wants all or nothing, and thus rejects 
the piecemeal changes, the mixed economy, the agreement to work 
within the constitutional framework. To him these are not good in 
themselves, but are useful only as preliminaries to the dictatorship 
of the proletariat. 

The first question has thus been answered: in what respiects does 
Marxist theory conflict with democracy? The second question may 
now be dealt with: what attitude should a democratic government 
adopt toward Marxist theory and teaching? If Marxism is taken 
as a body of ideas — whether on philosophy, history, or contempo¬ 
rary society — the question is easily disposed of. Democracies are 
not and cannot be in the business of thought control, and so long 
as there is free discussion of ideas, i.e. so long as a country is demo¬ 
cratic and civil liberties exist, Marxism like all other theories must 
be left alone by governments. When wrong thinking becomes a 
crime the light of democracy will be extinguished. 

That is the main, the fundamental principle. It can, however, be 
reinforced by secondary considerations. In the first place, a number 
of philosophies whose principles are hostile to democracy already 
circulate in the democracies. They all compete for adherents in the 
market place of ideas, to find their own level in the intellectual 
life of free countries. In the second place, wherever in democracies 
Marxism has been in free competition with other ideas it has shown 
no ability to shoulder out competitors. If the theory of democracy 
should fail and be forgotten, it will not be because Marxism or any 
other argument defeats it, but because democracy as a form of 
government does not cope adequately with its practical problems of 
liberty, security, and justice. 

V 

Marxism is more than a number of social theories, however. In 
its contemporary form of Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism it is also a 
political and social movement, organized in communist parties 
throughout the world, almost all of them joined together and domi¬ 
nated by the Russian party. For that reason another question 
arises, of keen contemporary interest: what should be the attitude 
of a democratic government toward the communist party? At this 
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point, too, the additions made to Marxist theory and practice by 
Lenin and his successors become far more relevant. 

The nature and objectives of the party are clear enough. Its 
nature is conspiratorial and monolithic. In so far as it is orthodox 
and ‘Stalinist* the party everywhere can be regarded only as con¬ 
trolled and directed by the Politbureau (now the party Presidium) 
according to the policy that best fits or seems to fit with the foreign 
policy of the U.S.S.R. The party's objectives are also plain: the 
overthrow, of ‘bourgeois democracy* in whatever country it oper¬ 
ates, the suppression of opponents, and the establishment of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, which for all practical purposes 
is the dictatorship of the party. Since the U.S.S.R. is the leading 
communist state there is every likelihood that most foreign com¬ 
munist parties, if successful, would bring their own countries into 
subservience to the U.S.S.R. The experience of Eastern Europe 
amply bears out the conjecture. Even in the case of Yugoslavia the 
intention of Moscow domination was strong enough, until owing 
to a peculiar combination of circumstances Tito was able to make 
a break, and to do so successfully. 

The tactics of the party, too, may be summed up in one phrase: 
whatever methods lie to hand will be used to further the cause. If 
legal methods serve, these will be employed, but if they do not, 
then others will be used, including, if necessary, revolution or a 
coup d'etat. The party has no intention of playing the rules of 
the democratic game: all that counts is winning, and if the party 
wins it will change the rules and put an end to the game. 

Here we are out of the realm of philosophy, ideas, and free 
discussion, and into the realm of political and possibly violent 
action. Quite obviously, regardless of what ultimate humanitarian 
end the communists profess to have in mind, the nature, tactics, 
and program of the party are destructive of the democratic politi¬ 
cal method. A person can no more be a party member and a demo¬ 
crat than he could be a Nazi or a Fascist and a democrat. 

Should a democratic society, which is characterized by tolera¬ 
tion and free circulation of ideas and parties, adopt a tolerant 
policy toward the communist party? To many people this appears 
to be the most important question of contemporary politics. And 
it is by no means an easy question to answer wisely. 
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There are three fundamental considerations, which may give 
some help in arriving at an answer: 

(a) Communist practice in a number of countries bears out the 
theory that if the party achieves power it will set up a dictatorship, 
establish the one-party state, and crush all opposition. Experience 
gives no ground for believing that the party merely ‘talks tough' 
but would in time settle down in office as another democratic party. 

(b) Plainly, to allow the party to operate and grow is therefore 
to risk the destruction of the democratic method, the very method 
which makes all parties and the free society possible. 

(c) It follows that the party cannot logically claim toleration as 
of right. One can demand to join in the game only if one agrees to 
abide by the rules, or to change them only by mutual agreement. 

Yet these three considerations, although valid, do not settle a 
matter that is both complex and difficult. The question, when 
generalized to include all groups whose philosophy is anti-demo- 
cratic, may be put thus: should democracy tolerate everything 
except the intolerant, or everything including the intolerant? One 
school of thought, inclining toward the former view, holds that 
democracy on its own principles cannot tolerate the intolerant 
without asking for its own destruction by groups which take ad¬ 
vantage of the principle of freedom in politics only to destroy it. 
All rights to toleration are forfeited by groups who will not extend 
toleration themselves; Rousseau had the same point in mind when 
he wrote, ‘Tolerance should be given (only) to all religions that 
tolerate others.’ No society or system, so it is said, is under any 
obligation to commit suicide. And further, that as by law a man 
is not allowed to sell himself into slavery, so no society should be 
allowed to do so. An analogy is also drawn from economic life: 
while freedom of competition is the principle of business, the 
democratic state does not allow corporate monopolies to destroy 
competition; and so a democracy must legislate against a party 
which would destroy freedom. In short, a democracy is perfectly 
entitled to take such legal action as may be needed to enforce 
tolerance and freedom, and may quite consistently make the com¬ 
munist party illegal. 

But there is also a school of thought which believes that a de- 

10. Rousseau, Social C.ontraci, Ch. xv. 
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mocracy would contradict its own principles of liberty and toler¬ 
ance by taking action restricting the activities of any group, even 
the most intolerant. Democratic liberties and rights are not ex¬ 
tended only to the ‘deserving,' or we should forever be lost in the 
disputes over who are the 'deserving.' The fundamental principles 
and ideas of democracy itself should not be exempt from criticism, 
but evidence against, as well as for, should be freely permitted or 
even encouraged. Liberty is not only the abstract right to differ 
but in the realm of politics presupposes the actual power to op¬ 
pose, to propagandize, and to organize a political party. 

The philosophic issue involved is subtle, and many intelligent 
and impartial people come down on different sides of the argu¬ 
ment. One can only record a personal opinion. I see no incon¬ 
sistency of principle in sometimes taking steps, legislative or other, 
to enforce toleration and freedom in a democracy. Indeed it may 
often be the duty of a democratic state to suppress the ‘liberties’ 
of some people in the interest of the liberties of others, as in laws 
against racial and other forms of discrimination. Again, there is 
nothing illogical in suggesting that force or the threat of force 
should be met with the force of law; although many difficulties 
may arise in drawing the line between ideas and action, between 
opinion and conduct, between violence and beliefs that logically 
imply the use of violence.*’ 

Yet, at the same time, such analogies are not entirely convincing. 
In practice a democracy is generally wise to tolerate all views, or¬ 
ganizations, and political parties. It seems a poor sort of democracy 
that is compelled to suppress any party or group, even the most 
intolerant and anti-democratic. 

Nor is it always necessary or wise in real life to press any one 
principle to its logical conclusion. To push even the best of prin¬ 
ciples always to its limits, at the expense of other principles, may 
make dangerous absolutists of us all. Despite the fact that the com¬ 
munist party may have no just claim to toleration, and that de¬ 
mocracy is under no duty to tolerate it, that need not be the end 
of the question. Democracies can, and usually do, tolerate a num¬ 
ber of intolerant cranks, of obstinate minorities, on what is known 
as the ‘lunatic fringe’ of politics. If the main part of the body 

11. Cf. Alf Rass, Why Democracy?, pp. 251(1. 



286 


INTRODUCTION TO MARXIST THEORY 


politic is healthy, such deviations are not likely to have serious 
detrimental effects. It will therefore depend very much upon cir¬ 
cumstances whether the threat of force, or the incitement to action, 
is regarded as serious enough to justify legal proceedings against 
the communist party. So long as the party is small and exercises 
no great influence, expediency may well be our guide, and the 
decision to take legal action to outlaw the party need not always 
be taken. 

The principle of expediency (if principle it can be called) is 
after all commonly followed in real life, although whenever it is 
followed, awkward cases are bound to arise. But awkward cases 
can never be avoided whenever any general principles are applied 
to particular cases. It might be perfectly possible, in this instance, 
to outlaw and control the communist party in countries where it 
is negligible, as in Canada, the United States, and the United 
Kingdom, but when the party has growm large and powerful it may 
have passed beyond effective legal control. How are we to resolve 
this dilemma? 

In practice there is no easy solution but it is easy to find one 
in theory. The best long-run approach is certainly to take a course 
of action that prevents the dilemma from arising. There are many 
things seriously wrong in any country where the communist party 
can command wide-scale support, so wrong that banning the party 
will not go far toward solving the problems. To meet the com¬ 
munist challenge so that it does not become serious means to 
create the kind of conditions in which communism does not thrive 
and gain mass allegiance. We must remember that the party does 
not usually (although it may sometimes) invent the grievances, 
injustices, and inefficiencies which can arouse mass action. The 
experience of the democracies and of other nations is surely con¬ 
clusive: normally in the countries where real efforts are made to 
meet and solve the economic and other problems the party is not 
a serious contender at the polls for political power. Of all the West¬ 
ern democracies, only in Italy and France is the communist party 
at all powerful. 

The conclusion follows that the policy which is wisest for one 
country is not a rule of thumb to be applied everywhere indis¬ 
criminately regardless of local circumstances. The tolerant attitude 
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which may be appropriate in the more stable and prosperous de¬ 
mocracies may be an invitation to disaster in other states. Prime 
Minister Nehru and his party, for instance, can make real progress 
in tackling the tremendous problems of India, within the frame¬ 
work of constitutional democracy, only if they are given plenty of 
time. The economic and social conditions of India are such that 
if the communist party is permitted to grow, and if it is well fi¬ 
nanced and well led, it could spread like wildfire. The Congress 
Party may well be justified in setting up legal barriers against the 
spread of the communists. The stricter measures required in India, 
say, may be quite out of place in North America or Britain. 

VI 

There is one other complicating factor often raised these days 
— the issue of loyalty to the state. It is one thing to criticize the 
government, or to advocate social and economic reforms, but it 
is a different matter to betray one's country. The argument is that 
communists have a prior loyalty to the Soviet Union and for all 
practical purposes are mere agents of Moscow. This is true, at least 
since the shift of policy in the Soviet Union in the 1920's, and 
providing the party concerned is ‘Stalinist.' The argument does 
not, however, apply to any purely national or Titoist brand of 
communism, which puts patriotism above Moscow, and above all 
it does not apply to the wide variety of philosophic Marxists — 
Trotskyites and others — who are outside any party. The practical 
question then arises: can a dividing line be drawn between com¬ 
munists who are loyal to Moscow, and Marxists who are not? If 
it can be drawn, then we may divide communists into two cate¬ 
gories— ‘Stalinists' and others — a division which many people 
in the Western w^orld are now beginning to make but which greatly 
complicates the legal problem. 

The issue of loyalty turns almost wholly on the needs of mili¬ 
tary security. If these are to guide policy (and security must obvi¬ 
ously be the concern of every government) then the policy should 
be to safeguard ‘official secrets,' and to maintain an efficient counter¬ 
espionage service. It means treating the individual party member, 
assuming he can be identified, as a bad security risk when his posi- 
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tion gives him access to information with military significance. 
Such is broadly the policy of countries such as Britain and Canada 
today, and on the whole it seems to work satisfactorily. 

The policy is one of taking precautions against Soviet agents, 
not of taking fright at Marxist ideas. It does not necessarily imply 
that the party itself should be driven underground but it does 
imply due administrative and legal procedures to protect every 
accused person, as well as safeguarding the security of the state. 
And such procedures become all the more essential as the party 
tactics change — to eliminate membership cards and records, and 
so on — and so make it more difficult to identify a party member. 

What is said above will be brushed aside by many on the grounds 
that we are already in a stage of cold, or perhaps lukewarm, war; 
and that the emergency is acute enough to justify stringent war 
measures. If this extreme opinion is acted upon, the resulting ac¬ 
tion is likely to crush not only the communist party but also many 
civil and political liberties. Already most of the democracies have 
gone far in violating a number of traditional legal concepts: the 
substitution of administrative discretion for due legal process; the 
presumption of guilt without full proof, instead of assuming in¬ 
nocence; and the punishment (by firing or demoting) of people for 
crimes which they might commit in the future, instead of for of¬ 
fenses actually committed. Democracy cannot endure for long in 
the atmosphere of war, or perhaps even in the ‘garrison state' of a 
long, cold war. 

The danger is that we might drift into a secret-police state, and 
undermine that confidence in free speech and independent citizen¬ 
ship which is so essential to the free society. Only under the utmost 
provocation, that is, in time of war, ought democracy to play that 
insidious game. In time of peace we can hardly do better than 
remember Woodrow Wilson's words: 

If there is one thing we love [in the United States], it is that 
every man should have the privilege, unmolested and uncriti¬ 
cized, to utter the real convictions of his mind. I believe that 
the weakness of the American character is that there are so 
few growlers and kickers among us. We have forgotten the 
very principle of our origin, if we have forgotten how to ob- 
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ject, how to resist, how to agitate, how to pull down and build 

up even to the extent of revolutionary practices. 

VII 

If the communist party is not normally best treated by being 
outlawed and driven underground, is there a better way in which 
its threat can be met? The answer is implicit in what has gone 
before, but may be stated more explicitly. To do so, we must first 
of all recognize why people are attracted to Marxism; and this is 
not by any means the agreed subject that it is often taken to be. 
A distinction must be made between the appeal of Marxism to the 
few and its attraction for the masses. 

One sometimes hears it argued that the attraction of commu¬ 
nism is quasi-religious, that in an age with all values in the melting 
pot, communism is a new and invigorating faith to replace the 
older, declining faiths. There may be something to this, and cer¬ 
tainly many people who embrace communism make it a substitute 
for other religions. The usefulness of the diagnosis is the emphasis 
on the psychological. In a time of grave social troubles and 
heightened international tensions, there will always be perplexed 
and frightened people anxious to embrace confident and ready¬ 
made answ^ers to all their queries. Man needs purpose and hope, 
a unified view of life, and if he cannot find them in one place he 
will generally seek them in another. The drifting, the unstable, the 
disillusioned, those who are ‘destitute of faith but terrified at 
scepticism' may therefore well be potentially fertile soil for com¬ 
munism. 

This kind of explanation never covers more than a small propor¬ 
tion of Marxists, however, and never accounts for the mass sup¬ 
port. Even if it were true that communism merely rushes in to fill 
a vacuum of doubt and despair, it by no means follows that the 
best way of meeting the problem is to outlaw the party. To take 
legislative action to safeguard any beliefs savors too much of the 
inquisition. Those with a better faith than Marxism ought to 
examine afresh why they fail to hold adherents, to offer more 
convincing evidence for their beliefs, and to state their case more 
persuasively. 
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As noted earlier, Marxism makes an even stronger appeal on 
moral grounds. This helps to explain why it is taken up by people 
with sensitive social consciences, since there will always be points 
at which the charge of injustice may be brought against even the 
best and most prosperous community. For this reason, too, pros¬ 
perity and democracy alone will never entirely eliminate Marxism. 

They can, however, go most of the way, so that even if the party 
exists, as it may well do, it will be a negligible movement, gather¬ 
ing to itself the cranks, the high-minded but unrealistic, the un¬ 
stable temperaments, the maladjusted. Such a party is no great 
danger to democracy and is never likely to come anywhere near 
forming the government. It will be the kind of absurd party which 
in fact now exists in Canada, Britain, and the United States. 

To explain the mass support we must also take social conditions 
into account. The common theory that communism arises from 
poverty, although oversimplified, does direct attention to the fact 
that certain social conditions are favorable to the spread of Marx¬ 
ism, or of any other reformist or revolutionary gospel. 

Communism offers people a way out that looks both realistic 
and hopeful. Rejecting all escapism, it offers a simple and plausible 
explanation for the world’s troubles and an even simpler cure. 
The analysis may be erroneous, the cure fantastic, but no one can 
deny that Marxism deals with the real world, with bread and 
butter and moral feelings, with standards of living, and also with 
a sense of purpose. When we look around us, we see that com¬ 
munism has not gained mass support in most of the democracies. 
The quasi-religious and the purely moral appeals, though strong 
in themselves, have given rise to mass parties only in countries 
where economic and social conditions are favorable. These ‘favora¬ 
ble* conditions include much more than poverty; they include also 
such factors as economic instability, personal frustration and inse¬ 
curity on a wide scale, bad or ineffectual government, and above 
all the upsetting of the old and stable ways of life in a period of 
swift social changes or war. In this receptive ground Marxism 
flourishes widely, for Marxist denunciations of injustice, and its 
confident promises, find an echo in hearts quite unmoved by the 
pseudo-science of its theories. It is toward the feeling of injustice, 
not merely to poverty; to hope and not to despair; to the feeling 
that things could be better and to the promise of abundance, and 
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not merely to resentment over bad government or economic inef¬ 
ficiency, that the Marxist aims his propaganda. Marxism cannot 
deliver the oppressed masses in, for example, a country such as 
Britain because there are no oppressed masses. But it can appeal 
to the masses in many countries, once they come to believe their 
poverty is due to oppression and is curable by the overthrow of 
a small class of ‘rulers,* such as foreign colonial powers or native 
landlords. 

It is thus not difficult to understand why communists have won 
mass support for their program in colonial or peasant countries 
already disrupted by the impact of industrialism and Western 
ideas, and in recent years also by war; or in those Western coun¬ 
tries where social reforms are blocked, where class lines run deep, 
and which are so notoriously badly governed that their grave eco¬ 
nomic and social problems seem beyond solution by traditional 
means. One is not surprised that China turned communist once 
the party was shrewd enough to base itself on the peasantry, or 
that Italy is on the borderline, but one is surprised that China did 
not turn communist years ago, or that Italy did not go the whole 
way in the midst of the breakdown and distress of the postwar 
years. Mass support for the communist party, as in France or Italy, 
does not necessarily represent a conversion to Marxist philosophy, 
but is much more a vote cast against the terrible economic and 
social conditions in these countries, and against the inadequacies 
of alternative parties. To center attention on the communist party 
in such countries — as by legal prohibitions — may possibly pre¬ 
vent these countries from turning communist for the time being, 
but can be successful for long only if at the same time the demo¬ 
cratic state deals with the underlying troubles as well as with the 
symptoms. 

We must never forget, then, that communism is successful only 
where the real problems of the real world are not being otherwise 
faced and met. In any reasonably just and efficient democracy, 
where complaints are attended to and reforms are not blocked, 
where insecurity is banished and fraternity is possible, where a 
spirit of hope is abroad in the land, Marxism is no serious mass 
danger. Communism, like slavery, is ‘a weed that grows in every 
soil* but it crowds out the crops only in the uncultivated field. 

Marxism has nothing to offer democracy on the positive side. 
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nothing constructive to say on curing the ills of democracy — 
apart from killing the patient to save him from his disease. A case 
can be made, however, for having Marxists about, on the argu¬ 
ment that if there were no devil it would be necessary to invent 
one. The useful function of the Marxists is that of gadflies, of 
captious and irresponsible critics. 7 'hey may irritate, but they also 
prevent complacency and stagnation. Their information is heavily 
weighted in the direction of the faults and follies of democracy, 
but they shake us from our apathy, force us to re-examine our 
beliefs and the grounds for holding them; and above all they con¬ 
tinually challenge us to build a better society by arousing us to 
awareness of our faults. They remind us that social justice is a not 
wholly solved riddle of democratic politics. Tension and conflicts 
do exist in society, and perhaps always will, and it is useful to have 
them drawn to our notice. We always need to be reminded to look 
for the selfish interests cloaking themselves in the guise of patriot¬ 
ism and high moral principles. Fortunately, communists also offer 
us, in the U.S.S.R., a perfect object lesson on what to avoid. Free 
countries on the borders of the Soviet Union have always known 
too much about their totalitarian neighbor to be anything but 
suspicious of it. 

By tolerating communist parties the democracies naturally pay 
a certain price. A class struggle is fomented and emotions of hatred, 
envy, resentment, and aggression are stirred up; cynicism is created 
by concentrating always on the worst motives of people, by em¬ 
phasizing only economic power, and by preaching the hopeless¬ 
ness of expecting reforms from 'class' governments. The democratic 
political method and its institutions — of voting, political parties, 
and parliament — are all ridiculed, and thus become handicapped 
in their working. The price is high, but so, too, is the price of 
banning. No doubt it is a matter of opinion which is worse at any 
one time. The democrat may be emboldened, however, to take the 
risk of tolerating, on the practical ground that in no democracy 
has the communist party ever yet been voted into power. (The only 
partial exception is Czechoslovakia, but even in that unfortunate 
country, with the Russian bear breathing down its back, the party 
obtained supreme power not at the polls but by a coup d'etat.) 
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VIII 

A final point to be dealt with briefly is the relation of the de¬ 
mocracies to the U.S.S.R. The point is put into perspective if the 
inquiry is widened to include the relation of the democracies to 
any authoritarian regime, or to any potential enemy. If that is 
done, at once it becomes apparent that the problem is a common 
one in the sphere of international politics and was not brought 
into the world by the rise of Soviet Russia. There is of course the 
complicating factor of the communist party, already discussed, but 
even this had its analogues, one of them being prewar Nazism, 
according to which every German living abroad was expected to 
give his first allegiance to Berlin. 

Since the problem is one of international politics, it can be 
treated only at that level. Pending the establishment of an inter¬ 
national organization strong enough to enforce the peace — for 
which democrats are in duty bound to work — all nations can only 
fall back upon the instruments of diplomacy, alliances, and pre¬ 
paredness. At every point practical considerations of national se¬ 
curity and power must be taken into account. The North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization is one such instrument of collective security, 
the purpose of which is to safeguard the countries within it from 
the possible aggression of the U.S.S.R. 

The world is divided into two enormous power blocs, headed 
respectively by the United States and the U.S.S.R. In between are 
a number of neutral countries such as Eire and Sweden, who, 
while doubtless sympathetic to the Western alliance, are uncon¬ 
cerned enough to wash their hands of its fate; while others, such as 
India, are desperately trying to postpone a decision to join either 
side. Whether a global war will break out depends almost wholly 
on the two Titans, who thus hold the fate of the world in their 
hands. Countries without atomic bombs hardly count today from 
a military point of view, despite the presence in the United Na¬ 
tions of so many ‘sovereign* states. Each of the Titans tries in vari¬ 
ous ways to push or pull the uncommitted countries onto its side. 
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The evidence is overwhelming that the alarm and despondency 
felt throughout the West is inspired mainly by fear of Russia's 
intentions. Why the Russian leaders behave as they do, and what 
they intend to do in the future, are thus among the most important 
questions facing the democracies. The subject is much too big to 
be explored in detail here, but there seems to be general agree¬ 
ment on a few main points, which may be recalled and noted. 

The most obvious feature of the present world situation is that 
the U.S.S.R. professes to have a great fear of the West. It is never 
easy to understand another country, but we may make the attempt 
to see on what grounds the fear of the West is based, and why the 
U.S.S.R. takes such a hostile position. 

First, there is all the normal hostility between great powers 
when, as today, the Soviet Union and the United States are rival 
world leaders. I’his explains much more than is usually supposed. 
International tension would exist (as it has always done) regard¬ 
less of the political complexion of the great powders concerned, and 
whether Russia were aggressively imperialist under a communist, 
Czarist, democratic, or any other flag. 

Second, there is the influence of Marxist-Leninist-Stalinist 
theory, which for a generation has led the Russians to believe that 
the capitalist countries, in their desperate attempts to avert a 
proletarian revolution, or to avoid serious economic depression, 
will very probably be driven to launch a war against the Soviet 
Union as the way out of their difficulties. 

Third, experience seems to confirm the Russian view that they 
are living in a hostile world. The West has forgotten, but the 
Russians will never forget, the civil-war period immediately fol¬ 
lowing their Revolution, when American, British, French, Czech, 
and Polish troops all fought in support of the anti-Bolsheviks. 
The Munich agreement of 19558 is interpreted as a deliberate at¬ 
tempt on the part of the West to turn Germany against Russia. 
Memories of the later attack by Nazi Germany, with the thinly 
veiled approval of many Western statesmen, are always present in 
Russian minds; and like the French they are deeply apprehensive 
of an armed and independent Germany. 

Fourth, there are the 'vested interests* of Soviet rulers, the 'new 
class* of which Djilas has spoken. 
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The new class may be said to be made up of those who have 
special privileges and economic preference because of the ad¬ 
ministrative monopoly they hold . . . To be an owner or a 
joint owner in the Communist system means that one enters 
the ranks of the ruling political bureaucracy and nothing 

elseJ2 

The point here is that this class not only benefits from the sys¬ 
tem, but also cannot afford to relax its controls because it is not 
sure -> even at this late day — that the mass of the Soviet people 
would support the monopolistic party rule. Although no doubt 
there has been a relaxation, a ‘thaw,’ since the death of Stalin, a 
substitution of collective for single dictatorship, any substantial 
broadening down of political and civil liberties is scarcely to be 
looked for in any forseeable future. A little freedom is a danger¬ 
ous thing, as the Soviet rulers learned from Poland and above all 
from the desperate rebellion in Hungary in 1956. Consequently, 
the outside world must always be painted as an implacable enemy, 
from whom nothing but a temporary truce is possible. 

Add to this that the Soviet Union was treated lor the most part 
as an international outcast until the middle iq^o’s (as communist 
CJiina is today) and the fact that many spokesmen in the West are 
often violently anti-Soviet as well as anti-communist (some people 
have gone to the length of calling for a preventive war) and it is 
not difficult to understand that, seen through Russian eyes, the 
West has been an enemy camp since 1917. NATO is a defensive 
alliance from the Western point of view, but any defensive al¬ 
liance always looks like an offensive coalition to the other side. 

Theory and experience and survival itself thus tend to confirm 
the Russian leaders in their suspicion and fear of the West. This 
almost pathological apprehension helps to explain a great deal 
in Russian behavior: for instance, the careful insulation of their 
citizens from ideas and contact with the outside world, and the 
policy of giving to the people of the U.S.S.R. the kind of propa¬ 
ganda picture of the West which distorts social reality in the 

la. Milovan Djilas, The New Class: .4n Afialysis of the Communist System, 
New York, 1957, pp. 39, 61. 
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U.S.A. or Britain beyond all recognition.^*"* Even with the best will 
in the world, one country seldom finds it easy to convince others 
of its good faith. 

To account for the behavior of a ruling class is rarely simple — 
Marxist theory to the contrary — and still less can a simple ex¬ 
planation be given of the behavior of a nation. But among the 
other factors that must enter into any explanation of Russian be¬ 
havior, both inside and outside Russia, the following cannot be 
ignored. Russia has had a traditionally small middle class, a back¬ 
ground of subservience and ignorance among the masses, and very 
little experience with democracy. The Russian political heritage 
is one of absolutism, secret political police, and — to a consider¬ 
able degree — terrorism and violence. Even the practice of extort¬ 
ing confessions from political prisoners was an amiable custom of 
old Russia, being used, for example, by Nicholas I against 
Bakunin. Conspiracy is second nature to the Bolsheviks them¬ 
selves, and they fall naturally into the habit of suspecting con¬ 
spiracies against them everywhere. Possibly the greatest tragedy of 
the modern world is that ‘socialism’ was introduced into a po¬ 
litically backward country, in the name of Marx but by a band of 
fanatical revolutionaries. 

From Russian history there come the sensitive national pride 
and jealousy, the idea of Slavic destiny and leadership, and the 
dislike of the West, as seen, for instance, in the works of 
Dostoevsky. This feature in the Russian character has now been 
identified with the success of communism, and is carried to fan¬ 
tastic lengths in the rejection of all Western influence, in the 
claims of priority and superiority for Russian science, inventions, 
and so on. In Berdyaev’s words: 

Socialism in Russia, even when atheistic, bears the impress of 
religion. The Messianic idea of Marxism which was connected 
with the mission of the proletariat, was combined and identi¬ 
fied with the Russian messianic idea.*^ 

The Soviet Union has the most self-conscious and messianic cul- 

13. Frederick C:. Barghoorn, The Smnet Image of the United States, New 
York, 1950. 

14. C:f. Nicholas Berdyaev, The Russian Idea, London, 1947. pp. 98, 249. 
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ture in the world, if ‘culture’ is the right word for the stifling of 
criticism and — except for natural science — a ‘blank page’ of 
culture from 193210 Finally there are the tremendous in¬ 

fluences of World War II and the terrible price which the U.S.S.R. 
paid for victory, and the always vital factor of leadership — that 
has gone through such changes with the death of Stalin. All these 
and many other influences would have to be explored and weighed 
in order to give an adequate explanation of why the Russian 
rulers behave as they do.’^* Fortunately this fascinating and vital 
subject is being studied extensively in a number of scholarly 
centers in the Western world, and in time no doubt the U.S.S.R. 
will appear less of a ‘riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an 
enigma.’ 

Reference to Marxist theory, to Bolshevik experience and sus¬ 
picion, and to Russian history and psychology may explain a good 
deal, but in the end, and perhaps most important of all, are the 
plans and policies of the present Russian leaders. Here we leave 
the realm of rational explanation and are compelled to speculate. 
Do the leaders themselves believe in the Western bogey? Are they 
really so blind as to believe the democracies have aggressive in¬ 
tentions? Are the men of the Presidium determined at whatever 
cost to subjugate the rest of the world to their system? Or are they 
primarily concerned with the success of communism within Rus¬ 
sia, and unwilling to risk all on a world war? Are they still in¬ 
spired by the original dreams of Marx and Lenin, of raising the 
standard of living and building the classless society? There are a 
variety of answers to these and other questions about the U.S.S.R., 
and evidence can be (and has been) adduced for (and against) all 
of them. But since nobody can be certain, further speculation 
would be futile. 

IX 

We are often told that behind the conflict of power between 
Russia and the West there is a irreconcilable ideological conflict: 

ir,. Isaiah Herlin, "I he Silence in Russian Culture; Foirigw Affairs, Oclo- 
l>er 1957. 

16. Cf. John S. Reshctar Jr., Problems of Atwlyzitt^ and Predicting Sonnet 
Behavior, New York, 1955. 
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that two fundamentally different philosophies and ways of life 
are at stake; and that the tension can be resolved only when one 
or the other ideology is stamped out by war. On the one side, 
obvious to all, is the philosophy of communism, the confused and 
odious ideology upon which the U.S.S.R. and its satellites are, or 
profess to be, united. On the other there is something called ‘West¬ 
ern civilization.' Exactly what kind of Weltanschauung the West 
stands for is not easy to say; and no wonder, since within it there 
is something to everyone's taste. It is a rich smorgasbord of phi¬ 
losophies, religions, political, economic, and social systems. Is 
there, behind this surface diversity, agreement among the Western 
allies upon any kind of fundamental principles? 

Private enterprise or free competition is often said to be the 
basic principle that unites the West. Yet Yugoslavia and Norway 
are dissenters, and several other countries in the Western camp 
have had socialist governments at one time or another, and may 
have them again at the next election; while almost everywhere 
the capitalist countries have diluted the pure milk of private enter¬ 
prise and competition. Western Europeans, for the most part, have 
no intention of fighting an atomic war in defense of private enter¬ 
prise; and still less is this slogan (or principle) likely to attract 
support from the masses in the uncommitted countries of the Far 
East. 

Is the West united on the principle of national sovereignty? 
Curiously enough it is the communist countries which have be¬ 
come notorious for their beating of the nationalist drums, whether 
in Russia, Yugoslavia, or China. But even more important is the 
fact that the really strong popular support for a merging of na¬ 
tional sovereignties, for schemes of federalism, and for eventual 
world government comes from within the Western countries them¬ 
selves. To say that the West stands for complete national sover¬ 
eignty and the Soviet Union for internationalism is not only to 
distort the truth but also to invite Western democrats to desert 
their own side en masse. 

Is religion something that unites the Western allies? Hardly any 
part of the globe is more secular in outlook than the Western 
world. Secularism is often associated with the enjoyment of crea¬ 
ture comforts, the good things of this world. In our day the em- 
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phasis is on a constantly rising standard of living, measured in 
such terms as more leisure and a larger output of goods and serv¬ 
ices. If judged by their actions (and their advertising) the Western 
peoples seem to attach paramount importance to these material 
standards. But on this very point the West and the Soviet Union 
are, for once, in agreement, since both make a fetish of higher 
productivity and standards of living. 

An even more difficult question arises. On which religion are we 
united — the Jewish, the Moslem, or the Christian? Is Turkey not 
in the alliance? Is Israel not a friendly neighbor? And if the Chris¬ 
tian, which of the innumerable bodies into which Christendom is 
divided? No doubt if we all belonged to the same church it would 
unite us; but we do not. 

There has been a strong move afoot to put up a fourth uniting 
principle called ‘Western values.* But as one philosopher has said: 

These western values are supposed to consist of toleration, 
respect for individual liberty, and brotherly love. I am afraid 
this view is grossly unhistorical. If we compare Europe with 
other continents, it is marked out as the persecuting con¬ 
tinent.^" 

Western history has often shown us the opposite qualities: intol¬ 
erance, blind obedience to authority, and ruthless self-interest. 
Values of all kinds can be found in our blood-stained past, but 
which ones we select depends entirely on our present beliefs, and 
it is precisely the unity of these present beliefs which may be 
questioned. 

Are we bound together by a belief in peaceful change as opposed 
to violence and revolution? Peaceful political change is a principle 
adhered to only in the democracies — how does one get a change 
of government or policy in Spain or the Argentine? — and so is 
included within the wider principle of democracy. The claim that 
democracy is the unifying principle of the West, although stronger 
than the others, is not without weaknesses. A number of democ¬ 
racies stand aloof from the Western alliance, while one of the 
allies (Yugoslavia) adheres to an ideology similar to that of the 

17. B. Russell, Sew Hopes for a (Juingiog World, lx>nilon, 1951. P- 
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Soviet Union; one is authoritarian in a clerico-Fascist way (Spain); 
and South Africa — which must aJso be counted in the Western 
camp — introduces an embarrassing racial complication. Clearly 
we cannot, without qualification, equate the West with democracy. 

Nevertheless, the more powerful of the Western nations are 
democracies. The United States, Britain, Canada, for example, do 
substantially believe in and practice the democratic principles of 
constitutionalism, political freedom, toleration, and maintain the 
traditional cultural and civil liberties. Enough other countries 
are with them on these matters to justify the claim that in a broad 
general sense the Western cause is the cause of democracy. If the 
Western allies should triumph, democracy would gain enormously 
in prestige and influence, and communism in turn would suffer 
the ignominious fate of Nazism and Fascism. 

The agreement is not unanimous, however, by all the nations 
in the alliance, but is only a kind of majoritymation opinion; and 
even that does not extend beyond political democracy. One should 
not, like the Marxists, decry political democracy merely because 
one believes it is not enough, but it is as well to realize that the 
Western world differs widely on how far democracy should be ex¬ 
tended into the economic and social sphere. Any one interpreta¬ 
tion, if pushed too far, may endanger the solidarity of the alliance. 

What, then, does unite the West? The answer is simple. It is 
fear of a possible enemy, the threat of possible aggression, and so 
the Western nations have allied and armed for self-protection. 
This may seem a negative sort of union, and of course it is nega¬ 
tive to those who favor liberating crusades on behalf of great 
principles, and the enthusiasm which belief in cosmic ultimates 
can give. What is often forgotten, however, is that resistance to a 
common enemy has usually been the chief bond between allies, a 
classic example having occurred in the Second World War, when 
the democracies and the Soviet Union fought together against 
the Nazis. 

Such an alliance also has its positive side, since when all the 
exceptions are allowed for, the Western cause remains, broadly 
speaking, the cause of democracy. Moreover, each nation within 
the alliance is also protecting its independence, its way of life, its 
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own ideals, however these may be defined. And while defending 
what is our own we.defend also the essential principle of diversity. 

A great deal of nonsense is talked about the need for a faith to 
unite the West against communism. Many people are frantically 
looking around for a faith or an idea that can command general 
assent and inspire the West to the fervor of enthusiasm formerly 
displayed by the Nazis, and now by communists. But it is more 
than doubtful whether such an ideal set of values or ultimate prin¬ 
ciples can be found to command general agreement. Nor is it pos¬ 
sible to adopt beliefs merely because they would be useful in the 
cold war: beliefs on such a scale can be manufactured to order 
only in the totalitarian states. The very search for a Western faith 
is a tacit admission that we are not already agreed upon our ide¬ 
ology. The common impression that an ideological conflict has 
lead to international friction is probably mistaken. It seems nearer 
the truth that the friction and fears came first, and the clash of 
ideologies has been called upon in order to bolster morale. There 
is no logical chain of necessary reasoning from Marxist theory, in 
all its ambiguity, to the behavior of Soviet imperialism; and 
neither is there any necessary connection between democracy and 
|)olitical crusading in the international field. 

If the preceding argument is sound, then it is misleading and 
self-deceptive to speak of ideological Western unity where none 
exists, because such talk tends to gloss over the differences within 
the Western alliance and to assume that all are democratic, or 
share some other common philosophy, solely because they are 
anti-Soviet and reject communism. Moreover, an uncompromising 
ideological attitude will keep us fighting forever all over the globe, 
since as soon as one ‘bad’ principle or philosophy is destroyed 
another is bound to spring up and offend us. Already there has 
been friction among the allies, caused by this talk of ‘our’ ideology. 
Even the total preparation for an ideological war, and the atmos¬ 
phere of conformity created, are giving rise to a tendency which, 
if carried far enough, could convert the West into military states 
indistinguishable from military tyrannies. 

But the most serious immediate danger is this; for the West 
to adopt the language and attitude of Russia, with constant em- 
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phasis on a messianic message, is to make it almost impossible to 
come to any sort of peaceable tnodtis vwendi. Questions of moral 
principle should not be ignored in international relations and 
elsewhere in politics, but if it is a mistake to ignore them it is an 
even worse mistake to elevate every clash of interest into a con¬ 
flict of sacred principles. In that way we become intransigent, 
publicly committed beforehand on every issue, until every com¬ 
promise, every trivial concession, every negotiation is interpretetl 
as surrender, betrayal, or appeasement. 

What tend to forget is that it is not necessary to agree on our 
metaphysics first in order to agree on policies arul to live together 
without fighting. Differences on ultimates divide [ew from Cien- 
tile. Catholic from Protestant, Nfoslem from Hindu, atheist from 
believer. And none of these differences is likely to be settled in any 
foreseeable future. But the slumbering volcanoes need not erupt. 
We have learned to live together within the ilemocracies, despite 
the gulfs that divide us, united in our common humanity, in the 
desire for law and order, and in the procedural agreement to differ. 

So in the international sphere. An international community 
does not necessarily presuppose that w'e all think alike on funda¬ 
mentals. We are all united in our will to survive, and it is (or ought 
to be) perfectly possible to live in a world at peace without de¬ 
ciding whose ultimates are right. War will settle not which side is 
right but merely which is the more powerful; although victory 
will no doubt lend prestige to the ideas of the winner. 

In the last few years the job of Western statesmanship has been 
to build the military strength of the West as a precaution against 
the uncertain intentions of the Soviet Union. On the whole, that 
job has been done. The great aim now must be to relax the inter¬ 
national tension and avoid war. Not at any cost, since we are pre¬ 
pared to fight if attacked, but at the same time with a flexible 
policy compounded of the inevitable give and take. Each side will 
keep its basic principles, but that still leaves room to seek agree¬ 
ment on ‘second ^rder' principles, on working agreements short of 
war. 

World war is not inevitable unless the Kremlin has world am¬ 
bitions to be pursued by force of arms, and that is the whole point . 
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in dispute. We cannot be sure. One can never be certain when 
dealing with minds in the Marxist blinkers exactly what prescrip¬ 
tion they will deduce from their texts. A tenable theory is that they 
believe their own propaganda. If so, they may rely on the dialectic 
of history to bring about the inevitable decline of the West. 
Shortly before his death Stalin taught that the capitalist countries 
would probably end by fighting one another, and Malenkov once 
remarked (hopefully) on the growing 'antagonisms' between the 
United States and its allies. The Soviet leaders may well believe 
that time is on their side, because of simple population growth, 
and by reason of their confidence that the continuing Soviet eco¬ 
nomic development will be enough to prove the superiority of 
their system, and to serve as a magnet to draw other countries to 
them. Marxist theory can always be flexibly interpreted — as noted 
often in earlier chapters —and hence could be used to justify a 
|jolicy of waiting, and of trying to win neutral countries by any 
methods short of war. It is not an unreasonable hypothesis, and is 
presumably that upon which the Western policy of firmness and 
containment is based. 

If, of two neighbors, one is aloof, suspicious, and almost patho¬ 
logical in his fears and fanaticism, and the other is relatively 
normal and well balanced, the establishment of friendly rela¬ 
tions depends almost entirely on the second neighbor. He is the 
one who must make the overtures, and keep on making them with 
understanding and almost infinite patience, in the hope that his 
surly neighbor will eventually become tolerable to live with. If 
an examination of international politics shows anything, it is 
that while Russian behavior and attitudes are responsible for 
most of the international tension, any initiative toward relieving 
the strain can come only from the comparatively enlightened 
democracies. And if the initiative is to be taken, then Western 
policies are in need of revision at some points. 

There should be less thinking exclusively in terms of military 
strategy, or in terms of cold war itself, as though this were the only 
foreign policy issue, especially in dealings with many countries in 
the non-communist world. Considerations of military strategy 
should be confined to the key areas and not allowed to dominate 
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foreign policy everywhere. Again, for the Western countries to 
eschew communism for themselves is one thing, but to keep up a 
display of overt hostility to the Soviet system is another since it 
serves to weld the Russian rulers and people together. Great re¬ 
straint and patience are required to follow such a policy, when 
there is no sign of any reciprocal softening of propaganda by the 
Russians. 

Further, it is not reasonable to put impossible conditions upon 
the Russians, for example to expect them to withdraw from the 
spheres of influence now occupied on their frontiers. To grant 
withdrawal would be equivalent — as the Hungarian rebellion 
showed — to permitting the satellites to join the Western camp. 
Again, the official policy of the W^estern nations is settled: they 
will not launch any war of liberation. The numerous exiles and 
refugees who have sought asylum in the West have every right to 
expect generous and humane treatment. Their lot is tragic, like 
that of their occupied homelands, but, unfortunately, suffering 
does not qualify them for the statesman's craft in a world that 
requires sober thought and steady jiulgment. 

Above all, the best chance of bringing a divided world together 
in a comity of nations lies in specific and co-operative efforts — 
Western and Russian association in UNESCO, in United Nations 
Technical Assistance; the travel and interchange of persons; and 
world trade, including trade with China and the Iron Curtain 
countries. (The West is by no means guiltless here, since trade 
and travel have been discouraged by the democracies as well as 
by Russia.) It is an economic axiom that trade benefits both sides 
and is a road to prosperity. Perhaps nothing can diminish the 
fanaticism, envy, and resentment of the communist countries, but if 
anything at all is likely to do so it is prosperity. Yet, no matter how 
Western policy may shift its emphasis toward negotiation and co¬ 
operation in order to convince the Russians of Western good will, 
the outlook is not bright. But such a change is the only hope; to 
cling to the older, more militant policies can only perpetuate mu¬ 
tual hostility. 

X 

At one level the division of the world is between two power 
blocs, while many neutrals sit with difiEering degrees of comfort 
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and uneasy consciences on the fences. At a deeper, and in the long 
run perhaps more significant, level the division is between the 
wealthy democracies and the rest of the world, which is miserably 
poor. The test of democratic statesmanship is not, therefore, only 
how negotiations with the U.S.S.R. are handled, but what kind of 
leadership is given to the Middle and Far East, to Africa and 
South America. 

Marx was wrong about the social trends of industrial societies. 
Instead of the domestic class war, what has occurred is a division 
of the world into poor and rich nations, and the gap between them 
is if anything growing wider — on a globe where the population 
is increasing by 25 millions a year, and mostly in the poorer coun¬ 
tries. 

Class war has not appeared in the leading democracies, because 
they have gone through an industrial and agricultural revolution 
which has raiseil productivity almost beyond the dreams of 
avarice, and because the growth of democracy has insured that the 
benefits are widely spread. Similar developments must go on in 
many other countries before they, too, are immune to communist 
agitation, and if the democracies do not lead this technological 
and social revolution abroad, the communists can hardly fail to 
take over. 

C^ommunism has in fact a number of advantages in bidding for 
support in the poorer countries. It appeals to elemental feelings, 
the hunger for bread and land; to easily stirred emotions of anti¬ 
colonialism and hatred of landlords. It is aimed at people with 
almost 'nothing to lose but their chains’ living in societies with a 
more rigid and often oppressive class structure. Conveniently it 
ignores the terrible urgency of the problems arising from ‘the 
population explosion.' The cure which it advocates for poverty 
is simple enough to reach even the most ignorant: behind the 
primal act of revolution lies the millennium of plenty and 
equality. Nor does it matter, for propaganda purposes, that the 
promises cannot be redeemed, the expectations gratified, since 
by the time a nation wakes up to the grim reality its people are 
already in chains and can no longer demand that the contract be 
fulfilled. 

The ideals of democracy have a universal and j>owerful attrac¬ 
tion: they are generous, humane, hopeful, and international. 
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C^ommiinist parties in the poorer countries capitalize on these 
ideals, posing as national liberators and as the conscience of 
civilization. 

The handicaps of the Western democracies are serious, and not 
always fully realized. Some of these — such as the publicity which 
attends discussion of public [K)licy — are inherent in the demo¬ 
cratic system, while others are written into the historical record. 
Asia and Africa, for instance, are far more inclined to be suspi¬ 
cious of the Western world than of Russia. Russia has been aloof 
and is not known, its interference by means of communist parties 
is, so to speak, a *proxy* fight, and so does not arouse the same 
suspicions of ‘imperialism,’ while, as Toynbee has emphasized, 
throughout most of the Clhristian era the West has been the ag¬ 
gressor in relation to the rest of the world. The West is still 
tainted with colonialism in spite of the fact that many former 
colonies have achieved independence and many more are travel¬ 
ing the same road. All too often, too, the West, under military 
necessity, has been associated with the ‘oltl regimes’ against which 
the social revolution is proceeding, whereas the communists can 
be counted upon to make the most of every popular movement 
against the old regimes. 

Communism today goes beyond philosophy and even beyond a 
political movement. It is also an economic and social program of 
rapid industrialization: the promise of a short cut, via a temjxirary 
dictatorship, from poverty to abundance. The program makes 
irrelevant nearly all that Marx wrote in his diagnosis of the future 
of industrial society, and transforms communism into a policy 
adapted almost wholly to the circumstances of underdeveloped 
and/or colonial areas. Hence the mere refutation of Marxist- 
Leninist theory, through necessary, will never defeat a communist 
party or frustrate communist foreign policy designs. 

A grave weakness therefore of democratic ]>olicy, only recently 
and still insufficiently recognized, has been the framing of an al¬ 
ternative to the communist program: how to promote industrial¬ 
ization and social reform quickly, under democratic leadership 
and within a framework of constitutionalism. Dictatorship is a 
method that may be used anywhere, but it is not at all easy to 
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make democracy work even where the underlying conditions are 
favorable. For the communists the problem of methods is settled, 
since, not being hampered by democratic scruples, they can force 
industrialization through ruthlessly, without reckoning the cost 
in terms of human suffering. Discontent is crushed, not met by 
argument, concession, or compromise. Should the Soviet Union 
continue to forge ahead with its economic development, then 
many countries may look to it as a model, seeing only the end 
result of national power and modern industry, while forgetting 
the generations since 1917 who had to pay the heavy price. 

The democracies have one great advantage. Not being handi¬ 
capped by the rigid Marxist categories of analysis, they ought to 
be far ahead of the Soviet Union in their understanding of the 
thinking and needs of the ix)orer countries. It is a great mistake 
to assume that communist governments are always wise, rational, 
and successful in either their propaganda or policies.’^ The 
democracies also have an advantage, not fully exploited, in that 
their borders are not sealed off, so that Asians and others may 
come and see what life is like — instead of relying on propaganda 
and escorted tours. The ‘red tape’ curtain which hangs around 
some of the democracies is still much more permeable than iron, 
and there is no reason why the tape cannot be trimmed here and 
there. 

The spectacle of two jx)wer groups competing for the allegiance 
of the uncommitted countries, and treating them like pawns in the 
game of power politics, is not a nice one. For that reason alone 
the prime mistake to be avoided by the democracies is to proffer 
aid solely on grounds of self-interest, of acquiring allies, and of 
keeping Asia, say, out of the communist camp. To give assistance 
subject to tests of political conformity is a policy that is doomed 
to failure. National independence and forms of government must 
be respected, and nowhere more so than in countries where 
nationalism came late; and aid and trade must be embarked upon 
because of the principles of democracy itself: the sense of duty to 

18. Michael IJiulsay, in China and the Cold War, Melbourne, i 955 * Rives 
many examples of where adherence to dogma has blinded communists to 
reality. 
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Others, the recognition of their human dignity and racial and 
national equality, and of their full right to accept or reject what¬ 
ever is offered. 

Most of the underdeveloped countries are interested in Russia 
or the West only insofar as they themselves are affected by Russian 
or Western policies. They are not convinced by mere protestations 
of good will and unselfish intentions, and often have no concern 
with a democratic or a communist ideology, both of which may 
be ‘foreign.' Their practical interests lie in independence, in trade 
and investment, in the necessities of life, and in the benefits which 
modern technology can provide. Any kind of ideology or system 
which brings or promises these things is likely to capture their 
imagination and allegiance. The Western democracies are for¬ 
tunately placed in this respect, since they have the resources, 
skills, and machines which the poor people of the earth so 
desperately want. 

Investment and technological and all other forms of aid to the 
underdeveloped countries are less suspect as militarism or ‘im¬ 
perialism’ when they come through international agencies, as 
through the United Nations, or when they are the joint affairs of 
several nations, as in the (Colombo Plan. The generosity behind 
the U.S. Point Four Program is doubtless genuine, but it is diffi¬ 
cult to make it appear so in the eyes of the recipient countries, 
and it is no use for a donor country to expect displays of public 
gratitude. Although the measures already carried out have done 
far more for the recipients than Russia has done for all its satellites 
and the neutrals combined, yet only the most complacent could 
regard the steps so far taken as anything but tragically inadequate 
in view of the almost bottomless need.^® 

The democracies, in the last decade, have shown their readiness 
to make the necessary sacrifices for rearmament. But this is not 
what carries conviction to the poor and uncommitted countries, 
since they can easily interpret it as the rich fighting to hold what 

19. One should not minimize Soviet economic aid in this day of *com’ 
petitive co-existence.’ See Joseph S. Berliner, Smnet Economic Aid, New 
N'ork, 1958. 
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they have.^** The best way to show that democracy is worth defend¬ 
ing. and worth copying is, over the long pull, to make the equally 
necessary and possibly even greater sacrifices required to assist 
and strengthen, economically and politically, the have-not nations 
of the world. The democracies must make themselves the source 
of help and hope and aspiration for the hundreds of millions of 
awakening peoples. 

It is all a race against time, and the outcome is uncertain. We 
may never be willing to give up much of our overflowing abun¬ 
dance; and even if w^e do we cannot be sure that democratic deeds 
will be more effective and persuasive than communist agitation 
and promises. But we ought to try: our principles give us no 
honorable alternative. 


20. John K. Cialbraiths book The Affluent Society, New York. 1958. 
sketches a wealthy North America which must seem quite out of this world 
to the poor nations of the earth. 



A Guide 

to the Literature of Marxism 


This brief guide has been compiled for the use of the general reader 
and for those students who wish to read somewhat further in Marxism. It 
is not meant, however, for the specialist, and for that reason only Eng¬ 
lish-language sources are given. There is no great disadvantage in this, 
since all important works on Marxism have in fact been translated into 
English. 

1. A Note on Biographies. 

(a) Marx and Engels, It is rather surprising, in view of the historical im¬ 
pact of Marx and Engels, that so few biographies of these men have 
been written. 

The standard biography of Marx is still Franz Mehring, Karl 
Marx, The Story of His Life, translated by E. Fitzgerald, London, 
1936 and 1948. Although Marxist in outlook, it is not entirely un¬ 
critical. Since it was written in 1920, its bibliography is now partly 
superseded. 
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A similar work is Otto Kuhle» Karl Marx, His Life and Work, 
New York, 1929. 

A sympathetic short life is Max Beer, The Life and Teaching 
of Karl Marx, London, 1929 

A first-rate short biography, emphasizing ideas more than 
personalities, is that by I. Berlin, Karl Marx, His Life and En¬ 
vironment, London, 1939 and 1948. 

My personal preference leads me to place the study by E. H. 
Oarr, Karl Marx, A Study in Fanaticism, London, 1935, at the top 
of the list of Marx's biographies in English for the general reader 
and beginning student. 

'The recent biography by L. Schwarzchild, The Red Prussian, 
New York, 1947. has the sole virtue of containing some new ma¬ 
terial, but it contains so much abuse that its interpretation of 
Marx’s character is misleading. 

I'he only biography of Engels in English is Gustav Mayer. 
Friedrich Engels, London, 1935. There are a number of shorter 
biographies of Marx, only one or two having any merit. 

(b) Lenin, Stalin, et al. 

I). Shub, Lenin: A Biography, New York, 1948. By a former 
Menshevik: useful, but dull reading. 

Bertram D. Wolfe, Three Who made a Revolution: Lenin, 
Trotsky and Stalin, New York, 1948. Easy to read. 

L. lYotsky, Stalin: An Appraisal of the Man and His In¬ 
fluence, New York, 1941. Assumes the truth of Marxism, but is, 
naturally enough, unflattering to Stalin. 

I. Deutscher. Stalin: A Political Biography, New York, 1949. 
Probably the best work on Stalin. 

I. Deutscher, The Prophet Armed: Trotsky, 7^79-/92/, New 
York, 1953. A lively work dealing with Trotsky’s rise to the peak 
of his influence in Russia. The Prophet Unarmed: Trotsky, 1^21- 
ii)2t). New York, 1959. relates the story of his fall and exile. A third 
volume is planned. 

E. H. Carr, Bakunin, London. 1937. The life of Marx's great 
rival in the First International. 

G. P. Maximoff (ed.), The Political Philosophy of Bakunin: 
Scientific Anarchism, Glencoe, Ill., 1953. 

George Woodcock, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, London, 1956. 
The life of the greatest early French socialist, who had a consid¬ 
erable influence upon Marx. 
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2. General Works and Sources. 

(a) Original Sources. The most convenient sources for the most im¬ 
portant works of Marx and Engels are: 

Selected Works of Marx and Engels, 2 vols., London, 1942. 
Another Selected Works in two volumes was published in Moscow 
and London. 1951, with some different selections. 

Selected Correspondence of Marx and Engels, Lon¬ 

don, 1934. Marx and Engels were prolific letter writers, and many 
of the letters in this volume are much quoted and sometimes throw 
light upon disputed points of Marxist theory. 

Handbook of Marxism, ed. by Emile Burns, New York, 1934. 
Contains also some of the writings of Lenin and Stalin. 

Capital, the Communist Manifesto and Other Writings by Karl 
Marx: with an Essay on Marxism by V. I. Lenin, ed. by Max East¬ 
man, New York, 1932. 

Marx and the Marxists, The Ambiguous Legacy, by Sidney 
Hook, New York, 195,5. A .short but varied selection of communist 
documents. 

Lenin, Selected Works, 2 vols., Moscow, 1947 and 1951. Prob¬ 
ably sufficient for any but the specialist, for whom there is a 
Selected Works of Lenin, 12 vols.. New York, 1936-9; and other 
extensive collections. 

Stalin, Leninism, Selected Writings, New York, 1938. A col¬ 
lection of writings and speeches of Stalin, to 1926, abridged from 
the longer two-volume work. Problems of l.eninistn. 

Trotsky, Selected Works, edited by Max Scliacktman, 7 vols.. 
New York, 1936; The Rei/olution Betrayed, New York, 1937: 
Trotsky's Diary in Exile, /9J5, Cambridge, Mass., 1958. T'rotsky 
learned nothing, even from his exile. 

Many of the separate writings of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin, Mao 
Tse-tung, and of numerous other Marxists are available in pamphlet 
or book form from International Publishers, New York, and Lawrence 
and Wishart, London. Beginning in 1953, the latter have brought out 
the collected works of Stalin in 16 volumes. 'Fhey are tiresome reading 
but enlightening for the Stalini.st periotl of the Soviet Union, especially 
when contrasted with post-.Stalin 'debunking.' 

Mao Tse-tung, Selected Works, 4 vols.. New York, 1954-6. 
These selections take his work only to 1945. Among his later writ¬ 
ings are: On Practice, New York, 1953; On Contradiction, New 
York, 1953; Let a Hundred Flowers Bloom: *On the Correct Han- 
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(iling of Contradictions among the People* ed. by G. F. Hudson, 
New York, 1957. Mao T'se-tung is obviously a more intelligent man 
than Stalin was. 

History of the Communist Party of the Sot/iet Union (Bolshe- 
viks). New York, 1939. Often ascribed to Stalin. 

(b) Assessments. Many general surveys of Marxism have been made, 
some of them propagandist and quite misleading for the student. 
From the better, i.e. more objective and reliable, I ch(K>se the 
following. 

G. D. H. Ode. The Meaning of Marxism, London, 1950. 

E. F. M. Durbin. The Politics of Democratic Socialism, Lon¬ 
don. 1940. Contains a careful critique of Marxism. 

W. Gurian, Bolshevism: Theory and Practice, New York, 1932. 

Sidney Hook, Totoards the Understanding of Karl Marx, Ix)n- 
don, 1936. Very generous to Marx*s inconsistencies. 

R. N. Carew Hunt, The Theory and Practice of Communism, 
rev. ed., New York. 1937. One of the best surv'eys; fuller on the 
practice than on the theory. The same author's Marxism Past and 
Present, New York. 1954, strengthens his theoretical analysis. 

HerbcTt Marcuse, Soviet Marxism, A Critical Analysis, New 
York, 1958. An interesting analysis, which takes seriously the 
dialectic as a tool. 

Klaus Mehnert, Stalin verus Marx, London, 1952. Shows 
briefly how Stalin turned, especially during World War 11 , from 
Marx to nationalism. 

.Alfred G. Meyer, Marxism, Cambridge, Mass., 1954: and 
Leninism, Cambridge, Mass., 1957. Able studies with a historical 
approach. 

H. and B. Overstreet, What We Must Know about Com- 
munlsm. New York, 1959. A chatty and popular book. 

H. B. Parkes, Marxism: An Autopsy, Boston, 1939 

John Plamenatz, German Marxism and Russian Communism, 
London, 1954. A first-rate detailed analysis of changes in the 
theory. 

K. R. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, Princeton, 
1950. The enemies are Plato, Hegel, and Marx. 

B. Russell, The Practice and Theory of Bolshevism, London, 
1920 and 1948. Has stood the test of time. 

Rudolph Schlesinger, Marx: His Time and Ours, London, 
1950. A full-scale critique, somewhat heavily Germanic. 
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Joseph A. Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, 
l.ondon, Srd ed., 1950. 

Edmund Wilson, To the Finland Station, New York, 1940. 

3. Dialetical Materialism. 

Marx himself can scarcely be said to have given any systematic 
exposition of dialectical materialism, but the following contain his 
more important remarks on the subject. Engels was more interested 
and wrote at greater length, often very superficially. l.ater Marxist 
writings are not much more than glosses on Engels. 

(a) Expositions. 

V. Adoratsky, Dialectical Materialism, New York, 1934. 

M. Cornforth, In Defense of Philosophy, London. 1950. A 
Marxist onslaught upon positivism, pragmatism, and other schools. 
Dialectical Materialism: An Introductory Course, London, 1952. 

Engels. Anti-Diihring, Lx>ndon. 1935: Ludxvig Feuerbach and 
the Outcome of Classical German Philosophy, New York, 1934; 
Dialectics of Nature, New York. 1940. 

D. Guest, A Textbook of Dialectical Materialism, New York, 
* 939 - 

T. A. Jackson, Dialectics: The Logic of Marxism and Its 
Critics, London, 1936. This must be one of the longest, most logic¬ 
chopping, and most abusive books ever written on the subject. 
It even outdoes Lenin’s Materialism. 

Lenin, On Dialectics in Selected Works, 1947: Materialism and 
Empirio-Criticism, New York, 1927. 

Jack Lindsay, Marxism and Contemporary Science, lx>ndon, 
» 949 - 

Marx, ‘A Critique of the Hegelian Philosophy of Right,' in 
Selected Essays, trans. by H. J. Stenning, New York, 1926. 

Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, New York, 1936. 

Marx and Engels, German Ideology, trans. by R. Pascal, New 
York, 1939. 

G. P. Plekhanov, In Defense of Materialism, London, 1947. 

Stalin, Dialectical and Historical Materialism: as a separate 
pamphlet, or in Leninism, Selected Writings, op. cit., or in Ch. 4 
of History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolshe¬ 
viks), New York, 1939. Stalin can hardly be called a philosopher, 
and he was wise to refrain from writing much philosophy. 

The following three are by Marxist scientists, and all attempt 
the impossible task of showing how Marxism can benefit science. 
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J. D. Bernal, Marxism and Science, London, 1952. 

J. B. S. Haldane, The Marxist Philosophy and the Sciences, 
l^ndon, 1958. 

H. Levy, A Philosophy for a Modern Man, London, 1938. 

(b) Assessments. 

H. B. Acton, The Illusion of the Epoch: Marxism-Leninism as 
a Philosophical Creed, London, 1955. An excellent critique. 

Max Eastman, Marxism: Is It Science?, London, 1941. 

P. Geyl, 'Dialectic in History,’ Journal of the History of Ideas, 
January 1949. 

For a sympathetic account of Hegel’s philosophy see two books 
by G. R. G. Mure, An Introduction to Hegel, Oxford, 1940; and A 
Study of HegeVs Logic, Oxford, 1950. 

Sidney Hook, From Hegel to Marx, London, 1936. 

J. M. E. McTaggart, Studies in the Hegelian Dialectic, Cam* 
bridge. 1922. 

Alexander Philipov, Logic and Dialectic in the Soviet Union, 
New York, 1952. Shows how formal logic was rehabilitated in the 
Soviet Union in 1950. 

K. R. Popper, 'What is Dialectic?* Mind, vol. 49, 1940. 

J. Somerville, Soviet Philosophy, New York, 1946. 

Gustav A. Wetter, Dialectical Materialism, New York, 1958. 

A complete, monumental work. 

On science and dialectical materialism in the U.S.S.R.: 

Eric Ashby, Scientist in Russia, Baltimore, 1947. 

Julian Huxley, Soviet Genetics, London, 1949. 

Conway Zirkle (ed,), Death of a Science in Russia, Phila¬ 
delphia, 1949. This book outlines, with selections from Russian 
documents, the steps by which scientific genetics was forced to give 
way to the views of the Lysenko faction. 

T. D. Lysenko and others. The Situation in Biological Science, 
New York, 1949. Stenographic report of the genetics debate at a 
Soviet Scientific ('conference. 

Soviet Science, a symposium arranged by Conway Zirkle and 
Howard A. Meyerhoff, Washington^ 1952. 

4. Economic Interpretation of History and the Class Struggle. 
(a) Expositions* 

The economic interpretation of history and the class struggle 
runs through almost everything that Marx and Engels wrote. The 
shortest and most eloquent statement of Marx’s theory of history is 
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the Preface which he wrote to his Critique of Political Economy, and 
which may be found in any copy of his Selected Works. More ex¬ 
tended treatment is found in: 

Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, translated by C. P. Dutt, New 
York, 1936. 

Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, New York, 1939. 

Engels, Anti-Duhring, London, 1935. See also letters on historical 
materialism in Selected Correspondence, 1934; and Selected Works, 
1942 and 1951. 

Engels, Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, 
London, 1940. 

For more particular reference to the class struggle, or for the 
application of the Marxist analysis, showing Marx at his most plau¬ 
sible and stimulating, see: 

Marx, Communist Manifesto. (There are innumerable editions.) 

Marx, The Class Struggles iti France, iSfS-yt: The Eighteenth 
lirurnaire of Louis Bonaparte (1831): The Chnl War in France 
(j8yo-yi). These may be found in Selected Works, 1942 and 1951. 

Marx and Engels, Germany: Revolution and Counter Revolu¬ 
tion, j8$i-$2, London, 1933. The work consists of a collection of 
articles which appeared in the New York Tribune when Marx was 
its European correspondent. The articles were written by Engels, but 
at first were credited to Marx. 

Engels, Condition of the Working ('.lass in England, trans. by 
(ihaloner and Henderson, Oxford. 1958. 

Engels, Principles of Communism, a new translation by Paul M. 
Sweezy, New York, 1952. 

Engels, The British Labour Movement, London, 1934. 

G. P. Plekhanov, The Materialist Conception of History, Lon¬ 
don, 1940; Fundamental Problems of Marxism, London, 1941; The 
Role of the Individual in History, London, 1940. Plekhanov was a 
Menshevik, a scholarly gentleman of the old school of Marxists. His 
works were much admired by Lenin, who often recommended them 
to his followers. 

A few of Lenin's shorter writings dealt with historical material¬ 
ism; for example, his pamphlet: The Teachings of Karl Marx, Lon¬ 
don, 1931. 

Stalin’s most succinct account is contained in his Dialectical and 
Historical Materialism, op. cit. 

C. Gaud well. Studies in a Dying Culture, London, 1949. 
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(b) Criticisms. 

E. R. A. Seligman, The Economic Interpretation of History, 
London, 1902. 

Karl Federn, The Materialist Conception of History, London, 

1939- 

L. Robbins, Economic Basis of Class Conflict, New York, 

* 939 - 

M. M. Bober, Karl Marx*s Interpretation of History, Cambridge, 
Mass., rev. ed. 1948. 

See also General Works and Sources. 

5. Marxist Economics. 

(a) Expositions. 

Marx, Wage-Labour and Capital in Selected Works, 1942 and 
1951, and in Algernon Lee (ed.). The Essentials of Marx, New York, 
1946. 

Marx, Value, Price and Profit, London, 1931. 

Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, 
Chicago, 1911. 

Marx, Capital, 3 vols., translated by S. Moore and E. Aveling, 
London, 1909-13; also Capital, 3 vols., Chicago, 1933. There are a 
number of English editions of Volume i. 

The first volume was in fact the only volume of Capital brought 
out by Marx during his lifetime. After Marx’s death the faithful Eng¬ 
els put together two more volumes from Marx’s notes, and these 
were first published in 1885 and 1894 respectively. 

The rest of Marx’s material (intended as the fourth volume of 
Capital) was later brought out in 3 volumes by Karl Kautsky, under 
the title of Theorien iiber den Mehrwert, Stuttgart, 1905-10. In 1952 
a large part of the Kautsky material was brought out in English un¬ 
der the title: Karl Marx, Theories of Surplus Value, translated by 
G. \. Bonner and Emile Burns, London, 1952, 

Engels, The Housing Question, in Selected Works, 1951, vol. i. 

K. Kautsky, The Economic Doctrines of Karl Marx, London, 

» 9 * 5 - 

W. H. Emmet, Marxian Economic Handbook, New York, 1925. 

M. Dobb, Marx as an Economist—An Essay (pamphlet), London, 
1946; Political Economy and Capitalism, London, 1937, New York, 
1939; Studies in the Development of Capitalism, London, 1947. 

Paul M. Sweezy, The Theory of Capitalist Development, New 
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York, revised ed. 1956. The most comprehensive Marxist discussion 
of Marxist economics, including imperialism. 

Political Economy in the Soviet Union, translated by £. A. 
Kazakevich, New York, 1944. 

Eugene Varga, Two Systems: Socialist Economy and Capitalist 
Economy, New York, 1939. 

Stalin, Economic Problems of Socialism in the US.S.R., Moscow, 
1952 (a pamphlet that does a good deal to restore economic studies to 
respectability and sense within tlie Soviet Union. Whatever the rea¬ 
sons for it may be, Stalin similarly intervened in the linguistics con¬ 
troversy, to rescue the study of philology from the sterility into 
which it had fallen. Stalin, Marxism and Linguistics, New York, 

» 95 *)- 

(b) Assessments. 

E. von Bbhm-Bawerk, Karl Marx and the Close of His System, 
new edition by Paul M. Sweezy, New York, 1949. The classic refuta¬ 
tion of Marx’s economic theory. 

B. Croce. Historical Materialism and the Economics of Karl 
Marx, New York, 1914. 

H. W. B. Joseph, The Labour Theory of Value in Karl Marx, 
London, 1923. 

A. I). Lindsay. Karl Marx*s Capital, London, 1931 and 1947. 
Joan Robinson, An Essay on Marxian Economics, London, 1947. 
[Books on the economics of non-Marxian socialism — whether 
written by Marxists or not — have been omitted from this guide. The 
literature is abundant, and any economist can advise the student.] 


6. Marxist Views on Nationalism, Colonialism, and the 
Peasantry. 

(a) Original Sources. 

Dona Torr (ed.), Marx on China, j8y^-i86o: Articles from the 
New York Daily Tribune, London, 1951. 

Marx. The British Rule in India; The Future Results of 
British Rule in India, in Selected Works, 1942 and 1951. 

Marx and Engels, The Russian Menace to Europe, ed. by Paul 
W, Blackstock and Bert F. Hoselitz, Glencoe, Ill., 1952; Letters to 
Americans, 1848^-18^*), New York, 1953. 

Marx, Relations between the Irish and English Working 
Classes, in Handbook. See also letters ‘On Ireland’ and ‘On 
Colonies* in Selected Correspondence. 



A GUIDE TO THE LITERATURE OF MARXISM 

Engels, The Peasant Qxtestion in France and Germany, in 
Selected Works, 1951, 11. 

Lenin. The Agrarian Question and the Critics of Marx, The 
Iskra Period, vol. i, New York, 1929. 

Lenin, Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism, London 
19.^0; The Imperialist War (igi^-j 8 ), New York, 1940; The Right 
of Xations to Self-Determination, New York, 1940. 

Stalin, The International Situation, /027. Deals with China; 
may be found in Handbook. 

Stalin, Marxism and the National and Colonial Question, 
English edition, Moscow, 1940. 

Dona I'orr (ed.), Marxism, Nationality and War, London, 
1940. I’wo small booklets, mostly quotations, from which it is hard 
to disentangle any consistent argument. 

Lenin and Stalin wrote further on these subjects. See Selected 
Works. 

(b) Assessments. 

W. K. Hancock. Wealth of Colonies, Cambridge, 1950. 

L. Robbins, The Economic Causes of War, Ix>ndon, 1939. 

David Mitrany, Marx against the Peasant, London. 1951. Con¬ 
tains a useful bibliography. 

7. Party, Rkvolltion, and Dic.tatorship of the Proletariat. 

(Including the Marxist theory of the state.) 

(a) Sources. Marx's whole theory is meant of course to point the way 
toward the revolution, and everything he wrote is oriented to that 
purpose. T'he references to the role and nature of the party, the use 
of violence, the timing of the revolution, and what will follow 
thereafter must for the most part be found scattered throughout his 
works. A few specific works may, however, be listed. 

The Communist Manifesto itself is the classic statement, but 
this must be supplemented by the Address of the Central Council 
to the Communi.sU League {tSyi). His political ideas are also found 
in the important Critique of the Gotha Programme, 1875. (All are 
in Selected Works.) 

The ideas of Engels may be found in his Origin of the Family, 
Private Property and the State, London, 1940; and in his short 
article On Authority {Selected Works.) 

Almost everything that Lenin wrote deals with these important 
subjects, and it would be a work of supererogation to list them in 
detail. See Selected Works, where in numerous writings Lenin deals 
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with party and tactics, the seizure and maintenance of power, and 
so on. In particular, however, mention should be made of: 

Lenin. State and Revolution (1916), New York, 1932. I'he 
plainest and most utopian of his views. 

Lenin on Trade Unions and Revolution ed. by 

T. T. Hammond, New York, 1957. 

Lenin, The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky, 
London. 1918; written in reply to K. Kautsky. Terrorism and Com- 
munism, London. 1920. Trotsky wTote his reply to Kautsky in his 
pamphlet. Defence of Terrorism (1920). 

Many of the speeches of Stalin, his reports to party congresses, 
etc., also deal with the subjects of party, revolution, and inter¬ 
national affairs. 

K. Kautsky. The Class Struggle (Erfurt Program), (Chicago. 
1910: The Dictatorship of the Proletariat, London, n.d. 

Rosa Luxemburg, Reform or Revolution, New’ York, 1937. 

A good deal of information may be found in the extremely 
tendentious book: History of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union (Bolsheviks), New York. 1939. 

(b) Assessments. 

I. Berlin, 'Political Ideas in the I'wentieth Century.’ Foreign 
Affairs, April 1950, 

Eduard Bernstein. Evolutionary Socialism, London, 1909. X 
kind of Fabianism. Abused as ‘revisionist’ by Kautsky. Rosa Luxem¬ 
burg. Lenin, and other communists. 

E. H. Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution, 3 vols., Lon¬ 

don, 1930-53. Vol, I has a note on Lenin’s theory of the state, and 
on the Bolshevik doctrine of .self-determination. Vol. in has a note 
on the Marxist attitude to war. 

S. H. M. Chang, The Marxian Theory of the State, Phila¬ 
delphia, 1931. A survey, but not a criticism, of all aspects of the 
Marxist theory of the state. 

Peter Gay, The Dilemma of Democratic Socialism: Eduard 
Bernstein*s Challenge to Marx, New York, 1952. 

Hans Kelsen, The Political Theory of Bolshevism; A Critical 
Analysis, Berkeley. 1948; The Communist Theory of Law, New 
York, 1955. 

8. Philosophy of History 

Marx and Marxists have written nothing that is specifically labeled 
‘a philosophy of history' in the now fashionable sense of that phrase. 
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Nevertheless a philosophy of history is contained in Marxist thought, 
and may be assembled from the many references throughout almost all 
of Marx’s writings. On tlie general subject of philosophy of history the 
following works are useful. 

Isaiah Berlin, Historical inevitability, London, 1954. 

|. B. Bury. The Idea of Progress, London. 1924. 

M. R. Cohen, The Meaning of Human History, La Salle, Ill., 
» 947 - 

William H. Dray, Laws and Explanation in Histoiy, London, 

*9r)7- 

S. W. Dyde, Hegel’s Philosophy of History, London, 1922. 

P. (iardiner. The Xature of Historical Explanation, London. 
'952. 

Cw. W. F. Hegel. The Philosophy of History, trans. by J. 
Sibree, New York, 1900. 

Herbert Marcuse. Reason and Rextolution: Hegel and the Rise 
oj Sficial Theory, New York. 1941. This is j)crhaps the best ac¬ 
count of Hegel’s thought. 

Ci. |. Renier. History, Its Purpose and Method, London, 1930. 

Foyiibee may most conveniently be read in the two-volume 
abridgement A Study of Histoiy by 1 ). C. Somervell. New York. 1946, 
1937. T he best answer to T oynbee’s more ambitious speculations has 
Ijeen given by P. Geyl, in ' roynbee’s Systems of Civilization,’ Journal 
of the History of Ideas, January 1948: and The Pattern of the Past: 
Can We Determine It? by Geyl. T oynbee, and Sorokin. Boston. 1949. 


9. Marxi.sm. Morality. am> Religion. 

It is not possible to point to a systematic treatment by Marx and 
Engels of either morality or religion. The student must con.sult the 
Selected Works, especially the philosophical writings of Engels. A few 
books on these subjects are: 

(a) Expositions, 

Lenin. Religion, New York, 1933 (pamphlet). 

V. Venable, Human Nature: The Marxian View, New York. 

* 945 - 

Howard Selsam, Socialism and Ethics, New' York, 1943 * 

K. Kautsky, Ethics and the Materialist Conception of Histoiy, 
Chicago, 1913. 

K. Kautsky. Foundations of ChrLstianity, New York. 1925. 
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- Assessments. 

I. B. Barron and H. M. Waddams, Communism and the 
Churches: A Documentation, London, 1950. (Contains also the 
Vatican decree of wholesale excommunication of communists in 
Italy in 1949.) 

John C. Bennet, Christianity and Communism, London, 1949. 

Paul Blanshard. Communism, Democracy and Catholic Power, 
Boston, 1951. 

J. M. C-ameron, Scrutiny of Marxism, London, 1948. A useful 
little critique of Marxist ethics. 

W. Gurian (ed.). The Soviet Union, Background, Ideology and 
Reality, Notre Dame, 1951. 

D. M. MacKinnon (ed.). Christian Faith and Communist Faith, 
London, 1953. 

John Mat Murray. Creative Society: A Study of the Relation of 
Christianity to Communism, London, 1936. 

J. Middleton Murry, et al., Marxism, London. 1935. 

R. Schlesinger (ed.). The Family in the U.S.S.R., l^ndon, 
< 949 - 

N. S, Timasheff. Religion in Soviet Russia, New York, 1943. 

The Church under Communism, The Second Report of the 
Church of Scotland. New York. 1933. (The First Report, 1951 , was 
The Challenge of Communism.) 

The Truth about Religion in Russia. Official statement of the 
Moscow Patriarchate on the position of the Orthodox Church, 
London, 1943. 

Charles C. West, Communism and the Theologians, London, 

'958. 

A few of the more balanced books by ex-communists: 

Edith Bone, Seven Years Solitary, London, 1958. A good per¬ 
sonal account of a human spirit rising above the cruelties of com¬ 
munist imprisonment. 

R. H. S. Crossman (ed.), The God That Failed, London, 1950. 

Andrei Gide, Retour de VU.R.S.S., Paris. 1936; Retouches h 
mon retour de VU.R.S.S., Paris. 1937. 

Douglas Hyde, I Believed, London, 1950. 

Arthur Koe.stler, Arrow in the Blue, 1932: The Invisible Writ¬ 
ing, London, 1954. 

10. Books about the Soviet Union 
‘Soviet Studies’ must now be regarded as a major industry in the 
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U.S.A., and the number of books on one or other aspect of the subject 
is beyond counting. I'he list given here contains only a tiny selection 
of the most helpful. 

Raymond A. Bauer, Alex Inkeles, and Clyde Kluckhohn. How 
the Soviet System Works; Cultural, Psychological, and Social 
Themes, Cambridge Mass., 1956. 

E. H. Carr, A History of Soviet Russia, London, 1950-58. The 
first 5 vols. are on The Bolshevik Revolution, ipiy-2^, vol. 4 is 
The Interregnum, and vol. 5 is Socialism in One Country, 

1^24-26. 

Merle Fainsod, How Russia Is Ruled, Cambridge, Mass., 1955. 

Leo Gruliow (ed.). Current Soviet Policies: The Documentary 
Record of the ipth Communist Party Congress and the Reorgani¬ 
zation after Stalin*s Death, New York, 1955; and Current Soviet 
Policies: The Documentary Record of the 20th Communist Party 
Congress and Its Aftermath, New York, 1957. 

John N. Hazard, Law and Social Change in the U.S.S.R., 
London, 1953: The Soviet System of Government, Chicago, 1957. 

Samuel Hendel (ed.). The Soviet Crucible; Soviet Government 
in Theory and Practice, Princeton, 1959. A book of widely varied 
readings, with bibliography. 

Alexander G. Korol, Soviet Education for Science and Tech- 
nology, Cambridge, Mass., 1957. 

Barrington Moore Jr., Soviet Politics: The Dilemma of Power, 
Cambridge, Mass., 1951. 

Alan Moorehead, The Russian Revolution, New York, 1958. A 
very readable account. 

Joseph Revai, ‘On the Character of Our People's Democ- 
ra<7,* Foreign Affairs, March-April 1949, October 1949. 

W. W. Rostow, The Dynamics of Soviet Society, New York, 

» 95 S- 

R. Schlesinger, The Spirit of Post-War Russia, London 1947; 
Soviet Legal Theory: Its Social Background and Development, 
New York. 1945. 

Ernest f. Simmons (ed.), Continuity and Change in Russian 
and Soviet Thought, Cambridge, Mass., 1955. A compendium of 26 
papers of high quality. 

The Land of Socialism Today and Tomorrow, Reports and 
speeches at the Eighteenth Congress of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks). 10-21 March 1939. Moscow, 1939. 

A. Vyshinsky, Law of the Soviet State, New York, 1948. 
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Among; numerous other authors whose works may be consulted are 
Raymond A. Bauer, Abram Bergson. Nicholas Berdyaev, Frederick 
Barghoorn, Edward Crankshaw, David J. Dallin, John Gunther, Leo¬ 
pold H. Haimson. A. Inkeles. George F. Kennan, Walter Kolarz, 
Nathan Leites, Gerhard Niemeyer, Julian I'owster, and Warren B. 
Walsh. Excellent books are put out by centers of Russian Research 
such as those at C^olumbia University and Harvard University. 

11. Democracy and Marxism 

(a) The History of the Communist Movement. 

Max Beer, Fifty Years of International Socialism, London, 

* 937 - 

Fran/ Borkenau, The Communist hiternational, l.ondon, 1938. 
Covers the Third International, and more important national com¬ 
munist parties. 

G. D. H. Ciole, A History of Socialist Thought, 4 vols., Lon¬ 
don, 1953-57. A new standard work. Vol. ii deals with Marxism 
and Anarchism, tSyh-iSgo, vol. iii with The Second International, 
vol. IV with Communism and Social Democracy, 

jg^i. 

Alexander Gray, The Socialist Tradition from Moses to Lenin, 
London, 1946. 

J. Lenz, The Second International, New York, 1932. 

Arthur Rosenberg, A History of Bolshevism, Ix>ndon, 1939. 
Hugh Seton-Watson, From Lenin to Malenkov, The History of 
World Communism, New York, 1957. 

(b) On Communism and International Problems. 

Gabriel A. Almond, The Appeals of Communism, Princeton, 
1954. An elaborate study of why people join and leave the Com¬ 
munist Party. 

The Anti-Stalin Campaign and International Communism, A 
selection of documents edited by the Rassian Institute, Columbia 
University, New York, 1956. The chief document is Khrushchev's 
speech at the 20th Party Congress, February 25, 1956, denouncing 
Stalin for his 'Cult of the Individual.* The speech has been widely 
circulated in other editions as well. 

Max Beloff, Soviet Policy in the Far East, l^ndon, 

' 9 . 53 - 

William Benton. This Is the Challenge, New York, 1958. 
Joseph S. Berliner. Soviet Economic Aid, New York, 1958. 
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Howard L. Boorman, et ai, Mosrow-Peking Axis, Strengths 
and Strains, New York, 1957. 

(Chester Bowles, Ideas, People and Peace, London, 1957. 

Milovan Djilas, The New Class: An Analysis oj the Com¬ 
munist System, New York, 1957. By an ex-Titoist; to be read with 
caution. 

C. (irovc Haines (ed.), The Threat of Soviet Imperialism, 
Baltimore, 1954. 

George F. Kennan, Russia, the Atom and the West, New York, 

'<>58. 

Michael Lindsay, China and the Cold War, Melbourne, 1955. 

Gharles P. MtVicker, Titoism, Pattern for International Com¬ 
munism, New York, 1957. Despite the title, it deals with the 
nationalist communism of Tito. 

Imre Nagy, On Communism, In Defense of the New Course, 
New York, 1957. By the ex-premier of Hungary. 

Henry L. Roberts, Russia and America, New York, 1956. 

Benjamin I. Schwartz, Chinese Communism and the Rise of 
Mao, Cambridge, Mass., 1951 . 
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